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Strat
Their whole aff is basically just US and China construct threats about each other, that increases tensions and space weaponization, cooperation solves. 

Good 2NR strats: 

*topicality (its, increase) 
*case (realism good) + politics DA 
*security K (just have to win a link turn) – if you’re reading the K then don’t read the case frontlines 
You can also run the spending DA but the politics DA has the more specific links. 
1NC Topicality
Interpretation – Its is possessive

Committee on Expository Writing: William Cronon, Linda Peterson, Daniel Koditschek, Jules Prown, David Mayhew, Jon Rieder, Stuart Moulthrop, and Thomas Whitaker. 2001, Yale University, Page 35 http://www.schepartzlab.yale.edu/Coollinkspdfs/yale-writingprose.pdf

An apostrophe (’) indicates that one or more letters have been omitted from a word in a contraction (“do not” becomes “don’t”; “he is” becomes “he’s”). Apostrophes also occur in possessives (“the wrath of Guido” becomes “Guido’s wrath”). Generally you need worry only about possessives, since contractions are not acceptable in formal prose; but if you do have occasion to use the contraction “it’s” (for “it is”), do not confuse it with the possessive form of the pronoun, “its” (no apostrophe). Never leave out the apostrophe in a possessive noun (not “Herbs dog” but “Herb’s dog”). In making plural nouns possessive, use the apostrophe alone 

Violation – The aff increases cooperative space exploration with China.  
Standards 

1. Limits – the aff explodes limits, allowing the United States to cooperate with any foreign country, which creates 200 different affs.  That collapses education – we learn about international space policy instead of actual US space programs, which are the core of the topic. 
2. Grammar – We are prepared to debate the language of the resolution, changing it kills predictability and neg strategic side bias 
And, increase means make something greater. 

Brown, 03 US Federal Judge for the United States District Court For The District Of Oregon (Elena Mark And Paul Gustafson, Plaintiffs, v. Valley Insurance Company And Valley Property And Casualty, Defendants, 7/17/03, lexis)

FCRA does not define the term "increase." The plain and ordinary meaning of the verb "to increase" is to make something greater or larger. 4 Merriam-Webster's  [**22]   Collegiate Dictionary 589 (10th ed. 1998). The "something" that is increased in the statute is the "charge for any insurance." The plain and common meaning of the noun "charge" is "the price demanded for something." Id. at 192. Thus, the statute plainly means an insurer takes adverse action if the insurer makes greater (i.e., larger) the price demanded for insurance.

An insurer cannot "make greater" something that did not exist previously. The statutory definition of adverse action, therefore, clearly anticipates an insurer must have made an initial charge or demand for payment before the insurer can increase that charge. In other words, an insurer cannot increase the charge for insurance unless the insurer previously set and demanded payment of the premium for that insured's insurance [**23]  coverage at a lower price.
Violation: the aff conditions the increase on China’s participation. 
1. Limits – the aff should not be able to introduce planks of the plan that are outside the resolution – makes it impossible for the neg to prepare killing clash and education
2. Ground – they can spike out of all our offense, killing neg strat. 

3. Jurisdiction – their advocacy is outside the resolution; they don’t prove the resolution is true so vote neg on presumption

T is a voter for fairness and education 

And, their Keuter card from the 1AC isn’t a “we meet” argument – all it says is the US will contribute to defense of allied space systems, it says nothing about joint space ventures with China being fully accounted for by the USFG. 
T – 2NC Extension
Including cooperation as a part of the topic explodes limits. There are almost 200 countries the aff could include in their advocacy. And, limits outweigh – limits are key to clash and negative preparation. Without clash debate is destroyed – we can’t have in-depth debates about the values of space exploration, we just have shallow and random debates. 
And limits are especially important on this topic-development could possibly include any sort of action in space which kills education. This means whichever team comes up with the most limiting interpretation for the topic should win. 

Plus here’s evidence – NASA does hundreds of missions 

NASA 10

[National Aeronautics and Space Administration, “About NASA” http://www.nasa.gov/about/highlights/what_does_nasa_do.html, 2/1/10, Caplan]

NASA Today NASA conducts its work in four principal organizations, called mission directorates: Aeronautics: pioneers and proves new flight technologies that improve our ability to explore and which have practical applications on Earth. Exploration Systems: creates capabilities for sustainable human and robotic exploration. Science: explores the Earth, solar system and universe beyond; charts the best route of discovery; and reaps the benefits of Earth and space exploration for society. Space Operations: provides critical enabling technologies for much of the rest of NASA through the space shuttle, the International Space Station and flight support. In the early 21st century, NASA's reach spans the universe. Spirit and Opportunity, the Mars Exploration Rovers, are still studying Mars after arriving in 2004. Cassini is in orbit around Saturn. The restored Hubble Space Telescope continues to explore the deepest reaches of the cosmos. Closer to home, the latest crew of the International Space Station is extending the permanent human presence in space. Earth Science satellites are sending back unprecedented data on Earth's oceans, climate and other features. NASA's aeronautics team is working with other government organizations, universities, and industry to fundamentally improve the air transportation experience and retain our nation's leadership in global aviation. The Future NASA is making significant and sustained investments in: Transformative technology development and demonstrations to pursue new approaches to space exploration, including heavy-lift technologies; Robotic precursor missions to multiple destinations in the solar system; U.S. commercial spaceflight capabilities; Extensions and increased utilization of the International Space Station; Cross-cutting technology development in a new Space Technology Program; Climate change research and observations; NextGen and green aviation; and Education, including focus on Science, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM). 
AT: We Increase Education

1. You can still read affs with advantages about China – it just shouldn’t involve mandating the actions of a foreign government in the plan text – and there’s a million different CPs and DAs that would teach us about US-China relations in space. The fact that you might increase education doesn’t make you topical. Our interpretation preserves all your educational benefits while setting clear and reasonable limits.  
EXT: Increase Not Conditional
The aff is in a double bind – if they mandate China participates in the plan, that’s extra-topical, because the resolution only deals with actions of the USFG; but if China has the option of saying no, then their plan is conditional. And, allowing the aff to read a conditional plan is completely unfair to the negative – allows the aff to spike out off inconvenient plan planks to get out a CP or DA – that kills core negative ground. 
Its Extensions 
“Its” must have an antecedent to show possession to – USFG is only noun preceding “its” in the resolution

Nguyen and Kim 08, Ngan L.T. Nguyen, graduate from the University of Natural Sciences, Vietnam and pursuing Masters in Computer Sciences at the University of Tokyo, and Jin-Dong Kim, Senior research Associate at University of Manchester, Project Lecturer at University of Tokyo, PhD and Masters in Computer Seicnce at Korea University, Department of Computer Science, University of Tokyo. 2008, Licensed under the Creative CommonsAttribution-Noncommercial-Share Alike 3.0 Unported, Exploring Domain Differences for the Design of Pronoun Resolution Systems for Biomedical Text, page 631. http://www.nltg.brighton.ac.uk/home/Roger.Evans/private/coling2008/cdrom/PAPERS/pdf/PAPERS079.pdf
The combination of C netype and P semw features exploits the co-ocurrence of the semantic type of the candidate antecedent and the context word, which appears in some relationship with the pronoun. This combination feature uses the information similar to the semantic compatibility features proposed by Yang (Yang et al., 2005) and Bergsma (Bergsma and Lin, 2006). Depending on the pronoun type, the feature extractor decides which relationship is used. For example, the resolver successfully recognizes the antecedent of the pronoun its in this discourse: “HSF3 is constitutively expressed in the erythroblast cell line HD6 , the lymphoblast cell line MSB , and embryo fibroblasts , and yet its DNA-binding activity is induced only upon exposure of HD6 cells to heat shock ,” because HSF3 was detected as a Protein entity, which has a strong association with the governing head noun activity of the pronoun. Another example is the correct anaphora link between “it” and “the viral protein” in the following sentence, which the other features failed to detect. “Tax , the viral protein , is thought to be crucial in the development of the disease , since it transforms healthy T cells in vitro and induces tumors in transgenic animals.” The correct antecedent was recognized due to the bias given to the association of the Protein entity type, and the governing verb, “transform” of the pronoun. The experimental results show the contribution of the domain knowledge to the pronoun resolution, and the potential combination use of such knowledge with the syntactic features. Parse features (parg) The combinations of the primitive features of grammatical roles significantly improved the performance of our resolver. The following examples show the correct anaphora links resulting from using the parse features: • “By comparison, PMA is a very inefficient inducer of the jun gene family in Jurkat cells. Similar to its effect on the induction of AP1 by okadaic acid, PMA inhibits the induction of c-jun mRNA by okadaic acid.” In this example, the possessive pronoun “its” in the second sentence corefers to “PMA”, the subject of the preceding sentence. Among the combination features in this group, one noticeable feature is the combination of C parg, Sdist, and P type which contains the association of the grammatical role of the candidate, the sentence-based distance, and the pronoun type. The idea of adding this combination is based on the Centering theory (Walker et al., 1998), a theory of discourse successfully used in pronoun resolution. This simple feature shows the potential of encoding centering theory in the machine learning features, based on the parse information.
“Its” is a possessive pronoun used to specify the USFG

Shlomo Argamon, Dept. of Computer Science, Illinois Institute of Technology, Moshe Koppel, Dept. of Mathematics and Computer Science, Bar-Ilan University Ramat Gan, Jonathan Fine, Dept. of English, Bar-Ilan University Ramat Gan, and Anat Rachel Shimoni. 8/2003, Gender, Genre, and Writing Style in Formal Written Texts, Page 10, http://lingcog.iit.edu/doc/gendertext04.pdf
In both fiction and non-fiction, we find male authors using more post-head noun modification with an of phrase (“garden of roses”). In fiction, male authors quantify things more often by using cardinal numbers in a noun phrase. This phenomenon is neutralized in non-fiction possibly due to the greater quantification inherent to most non-fiction genres. Similarly, the greater use of attributive adjectives by male authors in non-fiction writing is attenuated in fiction writing, likely due to conventions of the genre. Finally, as noted earlier, the pronoun its, which serves to specify the identity or properties of a thing, occurs with far greater frequency in male-authored texts, both fiction and non-fiction.
Its Extensions

“Its” is possessive

Committee on Expository Writing: William Cronon, Linda Peterson, Daniel Koditschek, Jules Prown, David Mayhew, Jon Rieder, Stuart Moulthrop, and Thomas Whitaker. 2001, Yale University, Page 35 http://www.schepartzlab.yale.edu/Coollinkspdfs/yale-writingprose.pdf

An apostrophe (’) indicates that one or more letters have been omitted from a word in a contraction (“do not” becomes “don’t”; “he is” becomes “he’s”). Apostrophes also occur in possessives (“the wrath of Guido” becomes “Guido’s wrath”). Generally you need worry only about possessives, since contractions are not acceptable in formal prose; but if you do have occasion to use the contraction “it’s” (for “it is”), do not confuse it with the possessive form of the pronoun, “its” (no apostrophe). Never leave out the apostrophe in a possessive noun (not “Herbs dog” but “Herb’s dog”). In making plural nouns possessive, use the apostrophe alone:
Increase Extensions
Increase – addition, gain
Wordnet 06 ( http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=increase)

Increase: Addition, gain, a quantity that is added 
1NC Securitization Frontline

1. Chinese political factions wanting a first-strike are gaining strength. 
Cox 08, Stan Cox is a writer, columnist for ~500 newspapers, worked for the US dpt of Agriculture, has a Ph.D from Iowa State University in agricultural genetics, 9-28-07, gd, http://www.fwweekly.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2850)
In the depths of the Cold War, as the arms race between the United States and Soviet Union escalated, the terrible benchmarks were recorded — nuclear test dates, the unveiling of new weapons systems, the brinksmanship of the Cuban missile crisis. So mark this date for a future history book: On Jan. 11 of this year, a ground-launched missile destroyed a space satellite orbiting more than 500 miles above the Earth. It wasn’t an American or a Russian missile — it was Chinese. Ostensibly, China was just removing an obsolete weather station. Metaphorically, it was a shot across the bows for the U.S., and it rattled windows in the Pentagon and around the world, as surely as a blast on a Pacific atoll did in 1946. The launch showed military planners everywhere that the door had been opened on space as another field of war — despite a 40-year-old treaty and a half-century of effort by many nations to prevent that. The Chinese satellite destruction was so important that some have called it 1/11 — the space-war version of 9/11. But it wasn’t really China that blew open that door. Six years to the day before the Chinese missile launch, a group headed by future U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld asserted that it’s only a matter of time until there is all-out war in the heavens. Every part of our world has become a theater of war, the Rumsfeld-led group advised, and space will be no different. And if that’s so, the report said, the U.S. needs to get there first, with the biggest guns. At least since then, the space weapons rush has been on, and North Texas defense contractors have been getting a major share of the market, investing technology, experts, and millions of lobbying dollars each year in the effort. Lockheed Martin, the nation’s top defense contractor and a major Fort Worth employer, has been the second-biggest beneficiary of this new arms race, helping develop a whole new alphabet soup of weapons and defense systems — the Aegis, the PAC-3, the XSS-11 anti-satellite system. Raytheon, with several North Texas installations, is another major and controversial space-war player, the main or subcontractor on a host of space-related weapon and defense systems, and a major supplier to the CIA and other spy agencies. The space weapons list includes things like micro-satellites, which could stalk and destroy satellites of other nations; the EAGLE project, a series of orbiting mirrors to direct beams from ground- or air-based lasers at targets in space; and the Falcon, a sort of space shuttle for bombs. Then there are the still-theoretical “rods from God,” 20-foot-long tungsten poles, a foot in diameter, that would be launched from low Earth orbit at 25,000 miles per hour to pulverize “hardened” targets in enemy territory, such as intensely protected underground bunkers. Just last month, space warriors and defense contractors gathered in Omaha for the Strategic Space and Defense Conference, held in the backyard of the sprawling installation that houses the U.S. military command in charge of the nation’s nuclear and space weapons systems. Participants promoted new weapons and listened to speakers discussing the “timely application of space power” and systems to deliver “global effects.” They weren’t talking about solar energy or a cure for global warming. The scariest part of the space-war rhetoric and reality may not be the idea of developing weapons and defense systems to be held in readiness against attacks by others. Space could become just another platform from which this country could launch pre-emptive strikes against its perceived enemies. And — is it really a surprise? — space weapons stations could be used to increase even further the United States’ ability to spy on its own people. This fall marks the 40th anniversary of the Outer Space Treaty, an agreement among 98 nations, including the United States, that bans nuclear arms from space. That seemed the most important limit at the time — the treaty made no mention of other weapons. Still, no nation has ever launched an attack of any kind into or from space. Why should citizens even care what goes on outside the planet and its atmosphere? The prospect of space war seems a lot less ominous than the threat of a U.S.-Soviet nuclear holocaust once did. Nobody lives in space; no civilians would be maimed or killed by a robotic shoot-’em-up in orbit. Helen Caldicott and Craig Eisendrath answered such arguments in their book War in Heaven: The Arms Race in Outer Space, published earlier this year. In the wake of the Soviet launch of Sputnik in 1957, they wrote, humans around the globe began asking, “Would [outer space] be the venue for wars and synchronized killings, or the common space for a complex of cooperative peaceful efforts benefiting our species? The two uses of space could not exist side by side.” The pristine emptiness into which Sputnik ventured no longer exists. Today, the busier orbits around Earth (ranging from 300 to 22,000 miles out) more closely resemble the industrial parks and military bases that litter the outskirts of cities. The Air Force Space Command actually keeps a catalog of every human-made object that orbits the Earth. The current total: 18,400. The Colorado Springs-based Space Foundation reports that the global space industry grew at warp speed in 2006, at an 18 percent annual rate that sent it past $220 billion in sales of space-related goods and services. Half of that activity is commercial, with the biggest growth occurring in “lifestyle media” (mostly satellite TV) and global positioning systems (GPS) satellites and their related equipment and service fees. But another 28 percent of total world spending is by the U.S. government. When Americans think of the space program, they generally think of the National Aeronautic and Space Administration’s space shuttle flights, the international space station, and future trips to the moon and Mars. Despite that 1967 treaty, however, U.S. military leaders have been thinking about the possibility of weapons in space for a long time. And based on Space Foundation figures, budgets for warfare preparations and spying in space quietly add up to almost three times that of NASA. According to Caldicott and Eisendrath, the United States accounts for 95 percent of the world’s spending on militarization of space and owns more than half of all military satellites. The most basic space weaponry problem is the vulnerability of orbiting spacecraft. Satellites and other space objects not only have nowhere to hide; they move in fully predictable ways, making them vulnerable to attack at an adversary’s convenience. And satellites do more than provide crucial military intelligence — they also form the basis of communications systems that keep modern military forces in touch with remote commanders and civilian leaders. According to a report from Rumsfeld’s group, “The loss of space systems that support military operations or collect intelligence would dramatically affect the way U.S. forces could fight.” Without space hardware and software, the military would be crippled — 70 percent of the bombs that struck Iraq during the Pentagon’s 2003 “Shock and Awe” campaign were satellite-guided. Back in 2000, China’s official Xinhua News Agency gave U.S. strategic planners reason to worry. A coyly “hypothetical” article predicted that “for countries that could never win a war with the United States by using the method of tanks and planes, attacking the U.S. space system may be an irresistible and most tempting choice.” In 1992, the U.S. Strategic Air Command, a warhorse of the nuclear age, was replaced by something called USSTRATCOM — the U.S. Strategic Command — that eventually would expand the old SAC mission to add responsibility for control of U.S. space weaponry. Since then, the country’s spending on space-related defensive and offensive systems has continued to increase — but it took off dramatically in 2000. Spending on missile defense has doubled since then, and the U.S. is now proposing to place missile defense installations in Poland and the Czech Republic — a development that has infuriated many Europeans. In January 2001, a year after the Xinhua article appeared, the group called the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization presented its report to Congress. Headed by Rumsfeld, whom President Bush would name as his defense secretary, the report asserted that the United States should prepare for the inevitable militarization of space. “We know from history that every medium — air, land, and sea — has seen conflict,” the commission reported. “Reality indicates that space will be no different. Given this virtual certainty, the U.S. must develop the means both to deter and to defend against hostile acts in and from space — and ensure continuing superiority.” Another reality: More than half of the Rumsfeld commission members had ties to the aerospace industry. And the report plainly reflected that connection, advising that “The U.S. Government needs to become a more reliable customer of commercial space products and services.” Five of the top space-weapon and missile-defense contractors — Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman, Boeing, SAIC, and General Dynamics — shelled out a total of $13 million in political campaign contributions from 2001 to 2006, according to the New-York based World Policy Institute. Congressional support for space weapons is bipartisan, led by a Space Power Caucus established in 2003. Lockheed Martin, for instance, spent just under $10 million in lobbying members of Congress and federal agencies in 2006. And individuals and political action committees associated with Lockheed put U.S. Rep. Joe Barton of Ennis and Fort Worth’s Kay Granger high on their campaign donations list. The company is the lead contractor on the XSS-11 anti-satellite system and a host of other space weapons. In Grand Prairie, its Lockheed Martin Missile and Fire Control, according to the company web site, develops and manufactures “advanced combat systems and missile, rocket, and space systems.” The attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, of course, ramped up the space-war rhetoric. And USSTRATCOM was given a host of other missions, including those of the former Space Command and a new Global Strike Integration Command, which will wield space weapons if they’re ever fully deployed. In 2002, the Air Force undersecretary for military space acquisitions told The New York Times that “We haven’t reached the point of strafing and bombing from space,” but “we are exploring those possibilities.” When they aren’t talking about China, military leaders discuss the possibility of, say, Pakistan falling to Taliban types who might turn to “space jihad” — shooting a nuclear weapon into orbit and detonating it. The resulting electromagnetic pulse could disable spacecraft across a quarter of the Earth’s orbital space. But many critics of the program think that defensive scenarios are just camouflage for the military’s desire for offensive weapons that the U.S. could use simply as an extension of its power, whether or not any other nation was threatening space war. The Rumsfeld commission noted that “Military space officials will have to develop new doctrines and concepts for offensive and defensive space operations ... and other military uses of space.” Bruce Gagnon, coordinator of the activist group Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space, believes the country’s $9 billion missile-defense program is just a Trojan horse. “Missile defense brings in the money, but the real story is offensive, pre-emptive attack technologies for global strike,” he said. “That’s where the real action is.” Gagnon said that current U.S. space policy remains consistent with the aggressive stance of the Rumsfeld report, “although they have slacked off just a bit on their rhetoric.” In September, the Times relayed a similar message from a former Pentagon official who said that space weapons are “still definitely part of the program, but they don’t emphasize it because the arms-control people come out of the woodwork.” The current thinking of military and industry officials was revealed last month at the annual Strategic Space and Defense Conference in Omaha, where the exhibit hall was full of nerf-version giveaways promoting weapon systems and promotional art that looked like a combination of Spielberg, comic books, and Armageddon predictions. In his opening remarks, USSTRATCOM acting commander Lt. Gen. Robert Kehler (who, ironically, bears a slight resemblance to Peter Sellers’ amiable President Muffley in Dr. Strangelove), referred obliquely to China, which became almost a theme of the conference. Speaker after speaker described the feeling of vulnerability caused by that country’s Jan. 11 satellite destruction, equating it with the alarm caused by the Challenger and Columbia space-shuttle disasters and even the World Trade Center attacks. “In the past, we were the unique masters of the air and space domains. Today, that cannot be taken for granted,” said Air Force Lt. General Frank Klotz. It fell to a civilian, Northrop Grumman Vice President Frederick Ricker, to offer a spine-stiffener to the military whiners: “If we can’t have sanctuary in space,” he said, “we can certainly have superiority.” 
2. China’s policymaking is hard to comprehend, but the best evidence we have indicates they want a Space 1st Strike – these are their authors. 

(Blair and Yali 06, Bruce Blair is the president of the World Security Institute, ex-Brookings Institution and Chen Yali is the editor in chief of Washington Observer, works with the Chen Shi China Research Group, ex-China Daily , The second journal issue of 2006, gd, http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=243&Itemid=8)
Hagt distills the thinking found in the literature written by serious military scholars on space and concludes that the Chinese response to the threat posed by the United States in space features a distinctly defensive orientation that emphasizes protecting Chinese space platforms from U.S. offensive attack -- for example, past or anticipated efforts to improve satellite hardening, encryption, anti-jamming, maneuverability, redundancy, and rapid replacement. This accretion of Chinese defensive capabilities, coupled with military space operations involving reconnaissance, communications, and navigation, certainly contribute to the militarization of outer space, however. Questions also linger about China’s next steps, questions magnified in Western minds by the secretiveness of the entire Chinese space program. The prospect of a Chinese offensive space orientation, driven by China’s sense of vulnerability, cannot be ruled out. (As these editors discuss later, a purely offensive Chinese space strategy designed to cripple critical U.S. space assets and thereby diminish U.S. regional warfighting capabilities also cannot be ruled out.) Hagt spins out a relatively mild form of the classic action-reaction phenomenon between two rational actors entwined in a security dilemma and self-escalating arms race. Hagt’s scenario features Chinese defensive and American offensive interactions in space, a defense-offense arms spiral that has been observed often in other military contexts. In a twist of the classic arms spiral, however, Hagt explains how China’s successful commercial sector growth in space creates demands for protection and pushes China in the direction of space weaponization. China’s military establishment appears to fully embrace the view that operating from space is crucial to modernizing its earthly military capabilities, and cannot fail to notice the many signs of American determination to dominate space in the event of conflict. The standard military response would normally be to devise ways to both passively and aggressively deny the United States the ability to deny China its use of space during hostilities. Hagt focuses on the passive end of the spectrum. But to these editors, if diplomacy fails and China seeks military answers for space protection, then the normal progression of protective measures would include offensive operations ranging from jamming to attacking U.S. satellites with anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons. It seems to us that the Chinese military would be inclined to consider carefully, within the parameters allowed by their political superiors, the merits of an anti-satellite capability. The opaqueness of the Chinese effort in this arena precludes a definitive estimate of progress toward the actual development of such an option. A suspicious Western observer might cite, as Hagt notes, the refusal of China to endorse a no-first-deployment of space weapons as a possible indication of a Chinese contingency plan for a “break-out” of anti-satellite weapons in the event that this security dilemma crosses the tipping point of restraint and triggers a full-scale arms race in space. Hagt correctly notes that the Chinese would perhaps not wish to dignify such suspicions if in fact they have no intention of pursuing space weapons, but his assertion that a no-first-declaration could remedy suspicions can be questioned. While it may be plausibly credible to many nations, it would ring dubious in U.S. military circles. China’s diplomatic assurances of its commitment to the peaceful use of space also ring somewhat hollow in the face of the steady Chinese militarization of space, and the Chinese military’s certain need to protect both the commercial and military assets on which it increasingly depends. As Hagt notes, however, the pernicious security dilemma in which China finds itself can negate its best efforts to protect itself in space. China’s active pursuit of self-defense in space can be self-defeating if those pursuits only trigger a stronger countervailing reaction by the United States. China must strike a delicate balance between protective effort and restraint, at least as long as the behavior of the United States partially depends on Chinese behavior. It is an open question, with huge implications, whether the United States is committed to maintain absolute dominance in space -- the ability to fully protect its own space assets while totally denying an adversary any use of space. If space hegemony is its goal, then Chinese restraint is practically irrelevant, Hagt believes, although we (the editors) believe some agreed rules or norms for crisis management and operational restraint may still have utility in averting conflict. If some lesser degree of unilateral space security is an acceptable U.S. goal, and the challenge for both China and the United States is to escape the security dilemma that presently have them trapped, then a number of cooperative ventures to avert space weaponization could be recommended. Hagt presents a number of good ideas in this vein. In Hagt’s article and much of the germane Chinese literature, the primary motivating rationale for China’s military space program is to create a force-multiplying effect on China’s ground, sea, and air forces to strengthen their ability to defend Chinese territory and win regional conflicts. As part of this rationale, Chinese space assets must be protected and defended lest the force-multiplying factor dissipates to zero. We (the editors) would add that this protection and defense does not rule out an offensive component meant to deter or thwart an adversary’s effort to suppress China’s space operations. For instance, a Chinese capability to degrade U.S. satellite communications or surveillance might be developed with a view to deterring U.S. attacks on Chinese satellites. We have reason to believe that the actual thrust of China’s space strategy and technological development is defensive in nature and orientation. However, both the U.S. thrust toward space weapons and the state of Sino-U.S. strategic relations could alter the future direction of China’s space program. A certain body of Chinese literature indicates another possible offensive mission for the future Chinese space program: attacking an adversary’s space assets in order to diminish its regional warfighting capability. Delivering a sharp and possibly crippling blow to an adversary’s ground, sea, and air forces that depend heavily on those assets to conduct operations could have decisive consequences. If China and the United States unfortunately stumble into a war over Taiwan, the Chinese military, we believe, may be driven to conduct offensive space operations -- cutting the adversary’s forces’ umbilical cords to space, and depriving them of their force-multiplying assets. Chinese strategists steeped in Chinese military traditions are acutely aware that space infrastructure could be an adversary’s Achilles Heel, and that an inferior space power may prevail in conflict if it manages to sever those critical tendons. Given that asymmetrical warfare is axiomatic in the Sino-American context, the weaker Chinese side, we believe, would have ample reason to design and utilize offensive weapons such as ASATs in order to degrade critical U.S. space support, by jamming U.S. communications and blinding U.S. sensors, or to cripple them using blunt (nuclear weapons detonated in space) or surgical instruments (attack satellites). Such offensive anti-satellite operations would be conducted for reasons quite removed from the issue of self-protection from adversarial threats. They would be purely offensive in nature. It is an open question whether this form of asymmetrical offensive space warfare resides exclusively in the realm of Chinese strategic thought, or has advanced beyond theory into practice. According to Hagt, the preponderance of evidence available in the open literature suggests that China’s exploration of technologies relevant to anti-satellite weapons -- kinetic energy vehicles, ground-based lasers and radars, and high-powered microwave transmitters -- involves theoretical or basic research only. Hagt challenges allegations to the contrary, such as the Pentagon’s 2005 report to Congress asserting that “China is working on, and plans to field, ASAT systems” on the grounds that no evidence exists of China testing or deploying any anti-satellite weapon, or intending to do so. If Hagt is wrong, and the Chinese intend to take a great leap forward into offensive space warfare technology, then he is right about the adverse unintended consequences of the security dilemma. The two sides may find it impossible to extricate themselves from the escalation dynamics of their predicament in space in an era of revolutionary military technologies and asymmetrical warfare. At this stage of space warfare development, however, the Sino-American relationship still stands on the unweaponized side of the abyss, and neither side appears quite ready to take the leap. 

3. And, threats aren’t arbitrary.  We can’t throw out security or wish away threatening postures—we have to develop strategies for coping with threat perceptions. 

Olav. F. Knudsen, Prof @ Södertörn Univ College, ‘1 [Security Dialogue 32.3, “Post-Copenhagen Security Studies: Desecuritizing  Securitization,” p. 360] 

In the post-Cold War period,  agenda-setting has been much easier to influence than the securitization approach assumes. That change cannot be credited to the concept; the change in  security politics was already taking place in defense ministries and parlia-  ments before the concept was first launched. Indeed, securitization in my view  is more appropriate to the security politics of the Cold War years than to the  post-Cold War period.  Moreover, I have a problem with the underlying implication that it is unim-  portant whether states ‘really’ face dangers from other states or groups. In the  Copenhagen school, threats are seen as coming mainly from the actors’ own  fears, or from what happens when the fears of individuals turn into paranoid  political action. In my view, this emphasis on the subjective is a misleading  conception of threat, in that it discounts an independent existence for what-  ever is perceived as a threat. Granted, political life is often marked by misper-  ceptions, mistakes, pure imaginations, ghosts, or mirages, but such phenom-  ena do not occur simultaneously to large numbers of politicians, and hardly most of the time. During the Cold War, threats – in the sense of plausible  possibilities of danger – referred to ‘real’ phenomena, and they refer to ‘real’  phenomena now. The objects referred to are often not the same, but that is a  different matter. Threats have to be dealt with both in terms of perceptions and in  terms of the phenomena which are perceived to be threatening.  The point of Wæver’s concept of security is not the potential existence of  danger somewhere but the use of the word itself by political elites. In his 1997  PhD dissertation, he writes, ‘One can view “security” as that which is in  language theory called a speech act: it is not interesting as a sign referring to  something more real – it is the utterance itself that is the act.’   The deliberate  disregard of objective factors is even more explicitly stated in Buzan & Wæver’s joint article of the same year.   As a consequence, the phenomenon of  threat is reduced to a matter of pure domestic politics.   It seems to me that the  security dilemma, as a central notion in security studies, then loses its founda-  tion. Yet I see that Wæver himself has no compunction about referring to the  security dilemma in a recent article.  This discounting of the objective aspect of threats shifts security studies to  insignificant concerns. What has long made ‘threats’ and ‘threat perceptions’  important phenomena in the study of IR is the implication that urgent action  may be required. Urgency, of course, is where Wæver first began his argu-  ment in favor of an alternative security conception, because a convincing sense  of urgency has been the chief culprit behind the abuse of ‘security’ and the  consequent ‘politics of panic’, as Wæver aptly calls it.   Now, here – in the case  of urgency – another baby is thrown out with the Wæverian bathwater. When  real situations of urgency arise, those situations are challenges to democracy;  they are actually at the core of the problematic arising with the process of  making security policy in parliamentary democracy. But in Wæver’s world,  threats are merely more or less persuasive, and the claim of urgency is just an-  other argument. I hold that instead of ‘abolishing’ threatening phenomena  ‘out there’ by reconceptualizing them, as Wæver does, we should continue  paying attention to them, because situations with a credible claim to urgency  will keep coming back and then we need to know more about how they work  in the interrelations of groups and states (such as civil wars, for instance), not  least to find adequate democratic procedures for dealing with them.
4. Their attempt to police the boundaries of ‘proper’ critique destroys the possibility of self-reflection. The absolute denial of validity to forms of political expression based on asserted starting points creates a fundamentalist ethic that violently cleanses those with dirty hands.

William Rasch, Germanic Studies – Indiana, ‘5 (South Atlantic Quarterly 104:2, Spring)

But how are we to respond? For those who say there is no war and who yet find themselves witnessing daily bloodshed, Adornoian asceticism (refraining from participating in the nihilism of the political) or Benjaminian weak, quasi, or other messianism (waiting for the next incarnation of the historical subject [the multitudes?] or the next proletarian general strike [the event?]) would seem to be the answer. To this, however, those who say there is a war can respond only with bewilderment. Waiting for a ‘‘completely new politics’’ 10 and completely new political agents, waiting for the event and the right moment to name it, or waiting for universal ontological redemption feels much like waiting for the Second Coming, or,more accurately, for Godot. And have we not all grown weary of waiting? The war we call ‘‘the political,’’ whether nihilist or not, happily goes on while we watch Rome burn. As Schmitt wrote of the relationship of early Christianity to the Roman Empire, ‘‘The belief that a restrainer holds back the end of the world provides the only bridge between the notion of an eschatological paralysis of all human events and a tremendous historical monolith like that of the Christian empire of the Germanic kings’’ (60).One does not need to believe in the virtues of that particular ‘‘historical monolith’’ to understand the dangers of eschatological paralysis.  But as Max Weber observed firsthand, ascetic quietude leads so often, so quickly, and so effortlessly to the chiliastic violence that knows no bounds;11 and as we have lately observed anew, the millennial messianism of imperial rulers and nomadic partisans alike dominates the contemporary political landscape. The true goal of those who say there is no war is to eliminate the war that actually exists by eliminating those Lyons and Tygers and other Savage Beasts who say there is a war. This war is the truly savage war. It is the war we witness today. No amount of democratization, pacification, or Americanization will mollify its effects, because democratization, pacification, and Americanization are among the weapons used by those who say there is no war to wage their war to end all war.  What is to be done? If you are one who says there is a war, and if you say it not because you glory in it but because you fear it and hate it, then your goal is to limit it and its effects, not eliminate it, which merely intensifies it, but limit it by drawing clear lines within which it can be fought, and clear lines between those who fight it and those who don’t, lines between friends, enemies, and neutrals, lines between combatants and noncombatants. There are, of course, legitimate doubts about whether those ideal lines could ever be drawn again; nevertheless, the question that we should ask is not how can we establish perpetual peace, but rather a more modest one: Can symmetrical  relationships be guaranteed only by asymmetrical ones? According to Schmitt, historically this has been the case. ‘‘The traditional Eurocentric order of international law is foundering today, as is the old nomos of the earth. This order arose from a legendary and unforeseen discovery of a new world, from an unrepeatable historical event. Only in fantastic parallels can one imagine a modern recurrence, such as men on  their way to the moon discovering a new and hitherto unknown planet that could be exploited freely and utilized effectively to relieve their struggles on earth’’ (39). We have since gone to the moon and have found nothing on the way there to exploit. We may soon go to Mars, if current leaders have their way, but the likelihood of finding exploitable populations seems equally slim. Salvation through spatially delimited asymmetry, even were it to be desired, is just not on the horizon. And salvation through globalization, that is, through global unity and equality, is equally impossible, because today’s asymmetry is not so much a localization of the exception as it is an invisible generation of the exception from within that formal ideal of unity, a generation of the exception as the difference between the human and the inhuman outlaw, the ‘‘Savage Beast, with whom Men can have no Society nor Security.’’ We are, therefore, thrown back upon ourselves, which is to say, upon those artificial ‘‘moral persons’’ who act as our collective political identities. They used to be called states. What they will be called in the future remains to be seen. But, if we think to establish a differentiated unity of discrete political entities that once represented for Schmitt ‘‘the highest form of order within the scope of human power,’’ then we must symmetrically manage the necessary pairing of inclusion and exclusion without denying the ‘‘forms of power and domination’’ that inescapably accompany human ordering. We must think the possibility of roughly equivalent power relations rather than fantasize the elimination of power from the political universe. This, conceivably, was also Schmitt’s solution. Whether his idea of the plurality of Großräume could ever be carried out under contemporary circumstances is, to be sure, more than a little doubtful, given that the United States enjoys a monopoly on guns, goods, and the Good, in the form of a supremely effective ideology of universal ‘‘democratization.’’ Still, we would do well to devise vocabularies that do not just emphatically repeat philosophically more sophisticated versions of the liberal ideology of painless, effortless, universal equality. The space of the political will never be created by a bloodless, Benjaminian divine violence. Nor is it to be confused with the space of the simply human. To dream the dreams of universal inclusion may satisfy an irrepressible human desire, but it may also always produce recurring, asphyxiating political nightmares of absolute exclusion. 

1NC Solvency Frontline 

1. Conflicts among the states are inevitable – nations will always act according to their own self-interests.

Mearsheimer 90. John J., co-director of the International Security Policy at the University of Chicago. Summer 1990. Google Books. “Theories of War and Peace”, edited by Michael E. Brown.

First, states in the international system fear each other. They regard each other with suspicion, and they worry that war might be in the offing. They anticipate danger. There is little room for trust among states. Although the level of fear varies across time and space, it can never be reduced to a trivial level. The basis of this fear is that in a world where states have the capability to offend against each other, and might have the motive to do so, any state bent on survival must be at least suspicious of other states and reluctant to trust them. Add to this the assumption that there is no central authority that a threatened state can turn to for help, and states have even greater incentive to fear each other. Moreover, there is no mechanism - other than the possible self-interest of third parties - for punishing an aggressor. Because it is often difficult to deter potential aggressors, states have ample reason to take steps to be prepared for war.  The possible consequences of falling victim to aggression further illustrate why fear is a potent force in world politics. States do not compete with each other as if international politics were simply an economic marketplace. Political competition among states is a much more dangerous business than economic intercourse; it can lead to war, and war often means mass killing on the battlefield and even mass murder of civilians. In extreme cases, war can even lead to the total destruction of a state. The horrible consequences of war sometimes cause states to view each other not just as competitors, but as potentially deadly enemies.  Second, each state in the international system aims to guarantee its own survival. Because other states are potential threats, and because there is no higher authority to rescue them when danger arises, states cannot depend on others for their security. Each state tends to see itself as vulnerable and alone, and therefore it aims to provide for its own survival. As Kenneth Waltz puts it, states operate in a "self-help" system. This emphasis on self-help does not preclude states from forming alliances. But alliances are only temporary marriages of convenience, where today's alliance partner might be tomorrow's enemy, and today's enemy might be tomorrow's alliance partner. States operating in a self-help world should always act according to their own self-interest, because it pays to be selfish in a self-help world. This is true in the short term as well as the long term, because if a state loses in the short run, it may not be around for the long haul.  Third, states in the international system aim to maximize their relative power positions over other states. The reason is simple: the greater the military advantage one state has over other states, the more secure it is. Every state would like to be the most formidable military power in the system because this is the best way to guarantee survival in a world that can be very dangerous. This logic creates strong incentives for states to take advantage of one another, including going to war if the circumstances are right and victory seems likely. The aim is to acquire more military power at the expense of potential rivals. The ideal outcome would be to end up as the hegemon in the system. Survival would then be almost guaranteed.  All states are influenced by this logic, which means not only that they look for opportunities to take advantage of one another, but also that they work to insure that other states do not take advantage of them. States are, in other words, both offensively-oriented and defensively-oriented. They think about conquest themselves, and they balance against aggressors; this inexorably leads to a world of constant security competition, with the possibility of war always in the background. Peace, if one defines that concept as a state of tranquility or mutual concord, is not likely to break out in this world.

2. Security means the potential for emancipation, not mere survival.  Safety is the only foundation for human flourishing

Ken Booth, Prof. of IR @ Wales, ‘5 [Critical Security Studies and World Politics, p. 22]

The best starting point for conceptualizing security lies in the real conditions of insecurity suffered by people and collectivities. Look around.  What is immediately striking is that some degree of insecurity, as a life determining condition, is universal.  To the extent an individual or group is insecure, to that extent their life choices and chances are taken away; this is because of the resources and energy they need to invest in seeking safety from domineering threats - whether these are the lack of food for one’s children or organizing to resist a foreign aggressor.  The corollary of the relationship between insecurity and a determined life is that a degree of security creates life possibilities.  Security might therefore be conceived as synonymous with opening up space in people’s lives.  This allows for individual and collective human becoming - the capacity to have some choice about living differently - consistent with the same but different search by others.  Two interrelated conclusions follow from this.  First, security can be understood as an instrumental value; it frees its possessors to a greater or lesser extent from life-determining constraints and so allows different life possibilities to be explored.  Second, security is synonymous simply with survival.  One can survive without being secure (the experience of refugees in long-term camps in war-torn parts of the world, for example).  Security is therefore more than mere animal survival (basic animal existence).  It is survival-plus, the plus being the possibility to explore human becoming,  As an instrumental value, security is sought because it frees people(s) to some degree to do other than deal with threats to their human being.  The achievement of a level of security - and security is always relative - gives to individuals and groups some time, energy, and scope to chose to be or become, other than merely survival as human biological organisms.  Security is an important dimension of the process by which the human species can reinvent itself beyond the merely biological.

3. The aff ignores the huge difficulties of political transformation – they demand we take a giant leap of faith. 
Alastair Murray, Politics Department, University of Wales Swansea, Reconstructing Realism, 1997, p. 181-182

This highlights the central difficulty with Wendt's constructivism. It is not any form of unfounded idealism about the possibility of effecting a change in international politics. Wendt accepts that the intersubjective character of international institutions such as self‑help render them relatively hard social facts. Rather, what is problematic is his faith that such change, if it could be achieved, implies progress. Wendt's entire approach is governed by the belief that the problematic elements of international politics can be transcended, that the competitive identities which create these elements can be reconditioned, and that the predatory policies which underlie these identities can be eliminated. Everything, in his account, is up for grabs: there is no core of recalcitrance to human conduct which cannot be reformed, unlearnt, disposed of. This generates a stance that so privileges the possibility of a systemic transformation that it simply puts aside the difficulties which it recognises to be inherent in its achievement. Thus, even though Wendt acknowledges that the intersubjective basis of the self‑help system makes its reform difficult, this does not dissuade him. He simply demands that states adopt a strategy of `altercasting', a strategy which `tries to induce alter to take on a new identity (and thereby enlist alter in ego's effort to change itself) by treating alter as if it already had that identity'. Wendt's position effectively culminates in a demand that the state undertake nothing less than a giant leap of faith. The fact that its opponent might not take its overtures seriously, might not be interested in reformulating its own construction of the world, or might simply see such an opening as a weakness to be exploited, are completely discounted. The prospect of achieving a systemic transformation simply outweighs any adverse consequences which might arise from the effort to achieve it. Wendt ultimately appears, in the final analysis, to have overdosed on `Gorbimania'. 
2NC Critical Focus Bad

Critical focus fails – problem-solving theory is necessary for addressing tangible violence

D.S.L. Jarvis, Lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International Relations and the Challenges of Postmodernism, 2000, p. 129

On all these questions one must answer no. This is not to say, of course, that all theory should be judged by its technical rationality and problem-solving capacity as Ashley forcefully argues. But to suppose that problem-solving technical theory is not necessary—or is in some way bad—is a contemptuous position that abrogates any hope of solving some of the nightmarish realities that millions confront daily. As Holsti argues, we need ask of these theorists and their theories the ultimate question, “So what?” To what purpose do they deconstruct, problematize, destabilize, undermine, ridicule, and belittle modernist and rationalist approaches? Does this get us any further, make the world better, or enhance the human condition? In what sense can this “debate toward [a] bottomless pit of epistemology and metaphysics” be judged pertinent, relevant, helpful, or cogent to anyone other than those foolish enough to be scholastically excited by abstract and recondite debate: Contrary to Ashley’s assertions, then, a poststructural approach fails to empower the marginalized and, in fact, abandons them. Rather than analyze the political economy of power, wealth, oppression, production, or international relations and render an intelligible understanding of these processes, Ashley succeeds in ostracizing those he portends to represent by delivering an obscure and highly convoluted discourse. If Ashley wishes to chastise structural realism for its abstractness and detachment, he must be prepared also to face similar criticism, especially when he so adamantly intends his work to address the real life plight of those who struggle at marginal places.

1NC Security K

Space exploration is inextricably tied with militarism – both the US and Chinese space programs are based in military hierarchy. 
McMillen (PhD @ UT) 04
(Ryan Jeffrey, SPACE RAPTURE: Extraterrestrial Millennialism and the Cultural Construction of Space Colonization, Dissertation Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of The University of Texas at Austin, Proquest)

Neither O'Neill's colonies nor the Strategic Defense Initiative would ever prevent  the imagined apocalypse, and paradoxically, both would probably bring it that much  closer to realization.  The conquest of the sky, either through colonization and its  attendant transportation and satellite technologies, or through SDI and the ringing of the  Earth with laser guns cocked and ready to blow any transgressors out of the heavens, is inextricably rooted in the imagined conquest of the Earth.  The vicious Earth can only be  subdued from above, so it stands to reason that those that seek to control the planet seek  to gain the high ground.  Reagan's dream was to arm the heavens and subdue the Earth's  governments and thus achieve world peace.   The union of space advocate and fundamentalist constituencies behind Ronald  Reagan marked a comfortable turn back to the right for exo-millennialism.  Since the  extraterrestrial technocratic fantasies of Federov and Tsiolkovsky in Russia, the aim of  space travel has always been connected with increasing militarization, regimentation, and  automation.  The powers necessary to exodus the planet were never possible for the  individual, but only for a well-organized and hierarchical central authority.  The nations  that have established successful space programs have primarily done so only through an  emulation of military hierarchy.527  Nazi Germany, Soviet Russia, Cold War-era  America, and now, Industrial China are the only entities to develop rocket programs of  lasting importance and rocketeers capable of sending humans into space.  While  American fundamentalists often evince an other-worldly attitude towards current events,  dismissing them as merely existential messages from God heralding the 'signs of the  times,' militarism, fundamentalism, and the sky have always found common ground.   Military hierarchies, with their strict attention to obeisance and regimentation, emulate  fundamentalist hierarchies of which God's word is the one and only law.  With today's  military more dependent on control of the skies than ever before, fundamentalists have  found common ground in this spatial orientation.   In 1988, in a strongly worded speech to the employees at NASA’s Johnson Space  Center in Houston, Reagan called for a renewed effort for the colonization of space.  “It  is mankind’s manifest destiny to bring our humanity into space, to colonize this galaxy,”  he thundered to the cheering employees.  Mankind’s journey into space, like every great voyage of discovery, will become  part of our unending journey of liberation.  In the limitless reaches of space, we  will find liberation from tyranny, from scarcity, from ignorance and from war.   We will find the means to protect this Earth and to nurture every human life, and  to explore the universe… This is our mission, this is our destiny.528  Reagan's words resonate with secular rapture imagery:  the "unending journey of  liberation,"; "the limitless reaches"; "liberation from tyranny, from scarcity, from  ignorance, and from war,"; "nurture every human life," and "destiny."   This is the  language of Christian heavenly utopianism, made to appear as if space exploration will be  engaged in by everyone on the planet someday.  Everyone, in Reagan's speech, will be  raptured into space.  But this will clearly not be so.  The Rapture will never be for  everyone, but only for those who obey, who follow, and who submit.  Those left behind  on the Earth are offered protection, and the vague promise of "nurture," but it is the  spacebound chosen in this vision who will be the heirs to the heavens and the future lords  of the Earth.  
And, space cooperation upholds US dominance. 

Wang 9 (SHENG-CHIH WANG works in the Department of Political and Social Sciences, Free University of Berlin, Germany 2009 “Realism and Classical Geopolitics – Neo-Classical Astropolitics” Geopolitics, The Making of New ‘Space’: Cases of Transatlantic Astropolitics 14:433–461, 2009, JT)

Future Transatlantic Outer Space Cooperation

In light of historical context, there is strong temptation for Europe and the US to cooperate in outer space utilisation, but there are also equivalent individual incentives to compete or act unilaterally. By observing transatlantic relations at a different altitude, we can find some additional lights that illuminate the valid explanation of their interaction patterns. That is, analysing European and US practices in outer space application programmes lets us stand on a giant’s shoulder, and gain a perspective on transatlantic politics that is difficult to achieve from ground level.

The doctrine of ‘leadership’ is inherently ingrained in the core of US outer space policy. For Europe, developing a broad outer space capability was both a prerequisite to ‘equal partner’ in designing, producing, and managing outer space infrastructures with the US, and a backbone of European political, economic, and cultural autonomy vis-à-vis the US.70

Finally, with its ascending outer space capability, Europe successfully reduced European dependence on the US and countered the US ‘leadership’ doctrine with one of ‘autonomy.’71 Europe gradually becomes an equal partner with the US in transatlantic astropolitics. An equal partner indicates symmetric technological capability, interdependent contributions to critical path technology and infrastructure components, participation in systems and technical management, and shared programme leadership. By the late 1980s, European capability in ELVs, telecommunication, Earth remote sensing, and outer space science was not only comparable to that of the US, but commercially more successful. The US has to face the prospects of both cooperation and competition in its relations with Europe.72

Outer space is coming down to Earth with human capability to utilise it. Increasing neo-classical astropolitical concerns are integrated into states’ policy agendas and technology development. From research findings of these case studies, the freedom of action and the seizure of pivotal position/market of outer space ensure the fulfilment of European and US geopolitical interests. Pragmatic and flexible balance of geopolitical interests serves as the major dynamics of transatlantic astropolitics. To make a bold prediction, the future transatlantic cooperation in outer space application programmes will remain structure-determined, utility-based, and will vary according to the degree of coincidence of European and US geopolitical interests.
Imperialist empire building degrades life to the level of disposability and justifies all biopower

M.G.E Kelly, lecturer in Philosophy at Middlesex University, 2010, “International Biopolitics: Foucault, Globalisation and Imperialism” http://eprints.mdx.ac.uk/3887/1/Theoria_-_final.pdf

Our account is of a biopolitical imperialism, a biopolitical dimension to imperialism as understood in the Marxist sense.47 It adds the dimension of populationto the existing economic accounts of imperialism.. Economics is of course closely tied to biopolitics, to the wellbeing of the population and the functioning of administration. The economic dimension of imperialism is something that has been extensively studied and debated: we cannot deal with it here. Biopolitical imperialism is not meant to be an historically new form, unlike Hardt and Negri‟s Empire. Imperialism has been biopolitical for a long time: as long as both biopolitics and imperialism have existed concurrently. Mike Davis‟ work on nineteenth century imperialism, Late Victorian Holocausts, is instructive in this regard.48 Davis shows through case studies of India, China and Brazil that imperialism, present either in the form of direct government or that of economic interest, horribly devastated the welfare apparatuses of these countries, such as they were, during the nineteenth century. As Davis points out, this pattern is originary to the existence of a „third world‟, and reverses the situation which existed prior to the French Revolution, in which state welfare provision was far more advanced in the Orient than Europe.49 Moreover, the populations of these countries were decimated precisely in order to benefit European populations – the most graphic example of this is the export of foodstuffs in massive quantities to Britain from India while Indians starved in their millions.50 It would seem the situation a century later is similar in its broad pattern. The IMF-World Bank complex‟s imposition of „structural adjustment‟ austerity measures have mandated slashing spending on basic biopolitics and the conversion of economies to exporting to the First World. Imperialism ensnares through direct investment (buying resources and the means of production) and by „development loans‟, both of which foster the harvesting of surpluses from the economy, not biopolitics. Investors may take care of their workforce, but they don‟t take care of the country more generally. Neoliberal economic reform in the periphery refers precisely to the dismantling of biopolitics. In the centre, neoliberalism is imposed with care and consideration, not absolutely; although there has been dismantling here, biopolitical protections are not simply trashed, but they are in the periphery. That is, the introduction of neoliberalism in the centre occurs in the context of a state that is still fundamentally concerned with the welfare and consent of a population, whereas elsewhere it is imposed from without, overriding such concerns. The states and civil societies of the First World essentially do not care about humanity outside their populations and derive a benefit for their own population at the expense of those outside. As Foucault puts it in explicating the relation of the subject to the pre-biopolitical sovereign, those outside are „neutral‟ „from the point of view of life and death‟.51 This allows the life of those outside to be actively imperilled for any benefit, no matter how marginal, accruing to those inside. The biopolity assumes, in respect of the masses outside its population, „the right to take life or let live‟:52 this „right to take life‟ is an aspect we have yet to examine, the use of force – war – as the thanatopolitical tool for the regulation of the outside.

Alternative – Reject the affirmative’s security logic – only resistance to the discourse of security can generate genuine political thought 
Mark Neocleous, Prof. of Government @ Brunel, 2008 [Critique of Security, 185-6]

The only way out of such a dilemma, to escape the fetish, is perhaps to eschew the logic of security altogether - to reject it as so ideologically loaded in favour of the state that any real political thought other than the authoritarian and reactionary should be pressed to give it up. That is clearly something that can not be achieved within the limits of bourgeois thought and thus could never even begin to be imagined by the security intellectual. It is also something that the constant iteration of the refrain 'this is an insecure world' and reiteration of one fear, anxiety and insecurity after another will also make it hard to do. But it is something that the critique of security suggests we may have to consider if we want a political way out of the impasse of security.  This impasse exists because security has now become so all-encompassing that it marginalises all else, most notably the constructive conflicts, debates and discussions that animate political life. The constant prioritising of a mythical security as a political end - as the political end constitutes a rejection of politics in any meaningful sense of the term. That is, as a mode of action in which differences can be articulated, in which the conflicts and struggles that arise from such differences can be fought for and negotiated, in which people might come to believe that another world is possible - that they might transform the world and in turn be transformed. Security politics simply removes this; worse, it remoeves it while purportedly addressing it. In so doing it suppresses all issues of power and turns political questions into debates about the most efficient way to achieve 'security', despite the fact that we are never quite told - never could be told - what might count as having achieved it. Security politics is, in this sense, an anti-politics,"' dominating political discourse in much the same manner as the security state tries to dominate human beings, reinforcing security fetishism and the monopolistic character of security on the political imagination. We therefore need to get beyond security politics, not add yet more 'sectors' to it in a way that simply expands the scope of the state and legitimises state intervention in yet more and more areas of our lives.  Simon Dalby reports a personal communication with Michael Williams, co-editor of the important text Critical Security Studies, in which the latter asks: if you take away security, what do you put in the hole that's left behind? But I'm inclined to agree with Dalby: maybe there is no hole."' The mistake has been to think that there is a hole and that this hole needs to be filled with a new vision or revision of security in which it is re-mapped or civilised or gendered or humanised or expanded or whatever. All of these ultimately remain within the statist political imaginary, and consequently end up reaffirming the state as the terrain of modern politics, the grounds of security. The real task is not to fill the supposed hole with yet another vision of security, but to fight for an alternative political language which takes us beyond the narrow horizon of bourgeois security and which therefore does not constantly throw us into the arms of the state. That's the point of critical politics: to develop a new political language more adequate to the kind of society we want. Thus while much of what I have said here has been of a negative order, part of the tradition of critical theory is that the negative may be as significant as the positive in setting thought on new paths.  For if security really is the supreme concept of bourgeois society and the fundamental thematic of liberalism, then to keep harping on about insecurity and to keep demanding 'more security' (while meekly hoping that this increased security doesn't damage our liberty) is to blind ourselves to the possibility of building real alternatives to the authoritarian tendencies in contemporary politics. To situate ourselves against security politics would allow us to circumvent the debilitating effect achieved through the constant securitising of social and political issues, debilitating in the sense that 'security' helps consolidate the power of the existing forms of social domination and justifies the short-circuiting of even the most democratic forms. It would also allow us to forge another kind of politics centred on a different conception of the good. We need a new way of thinking and talking about social being and politics that moves us beyond security. This would perhaps be emancipatory in the true sense of the word. What this might mean, precisely, must be open to debate. But it certainly requires recognising that security is an illusion that has forgotten it is an illusion; it requires recognising that security is not the same as solidarity; it requires accepting that insecurity is part of the human condition, and thus giving up the search for the certainty of security and instead learning to tolerate the uncertainties, ambiguities and 'insecurities' that come with being human; it requires accepting that 'securitizing' an issue does not mean dealing with it politically, but bracketing it out and handing it to the state; it requires us to be brave enough to return the gift."'

2NC Security K Link/Impact Extension
The aff claims to break down security logic, but in fact the plan increases it. Securitization is broader than just threat construction – it’s a whole matrix of militarism and imperialism that the aff only strengthens. McMillen says the Chinese and US space programs are inherently hierarchical, militaristic structures – only central agencies are capable of getting to space. The space-faring nations then become lords of the earth, dominating over smaller countries.  
Second, cooperation in space is always coopted by geopolitical aims – that’s Wang. 

Cooperation between states fails to break down the realist paradigm. 
Wang 09 (Sheng Chih, Department of Political Sciences, Free University of Berlin, Germany, “The Making of New ‘Space’: Cases

of Transatlantic Astropolitics,” Geopolitics, 14:433–461, 2009)

Realist and liberal theories share the assumption that egoistic and rational goal-driven states interact in an anarchic international system. States survey their environment and choose the minimaxing strategies that best meet their goals with the best of their capabilities. They both agree that international cooperation is possible, but diverge on its causes and prospects. Realism emphasises relative power acquisition and regards competition as normality of international relations. To ensure survival in an anarchic and self-help international system, states always struggle for power and therefore inevitably possess conflicting interests. States are reluctant to cooperate unless there are compelling reasons to do so. And the expected gains from cooperation should not alter their relative power status. To wit, states cooperate only expediently to counter common threats. Their cooperation does not involve substantial exchange lest the partner acquires advantageous position. Balance of power and bandwagoning are realist patterns of international cooperation. Balance of power theory argues that states facing a common threat will align with other weaker states to prevent the threat from destroying them. States may also align with other strong states to balance a weaker power if the weaker power is deemed more dangerous. Contrarily, bandwagoning theory argues that states will align with the most threatening power because of the aggregate capabilities or geographical proximity.15 The analytic axis of classical geopolitics is the relationship between state’s power and geographical setting. Classical geopolitics at international level argues that natural resources, strategic location, and ability of power projection (i.e., transportation technology) are crucial elements of state’s power and security status in an anarchical and self-help international system. Therefore, realism and classical geopolitics share the analytic concern of the linkage between geographical factors exploitation and state’s power. For realism, the linkage between geography and power resides in states’ ability to move power to influence or control desired territory which is deemed to be of strategic importance.16 The analysis of classical geopolitics also focuses on states’ strategic location and capability of power projection. The most prominent representation is Sir Halford Mackinder’s analysis of the crucial role of land mobility technology in controlling Euroasia (heartland) along with its endowed resources that enable the dominant state to command the whole world. At astropolitical level, advanced technology also enables states to seize pivotal positions and to harness resources in outer space, and thereby facilitates control of both Earth and outer space. Neo-classical astropolitics (i.e., application of classical geopolitics to outer space) views outer space full of geopolitical significance, which implies that the state most able to project its power to occupy pivotal positions and to exploit resources in outer space becomes the dominator of this new ‘space’. Under this assumption, competing for outer space dominance (in terms of relative technological efficiency to gain outer space resources allocation) is not only the key to attain survival-ensured power in the Space Age, but is the central dynamics of transatlantic astropolitics as well. Outer space-faring states cooperate expediently only when confronted with common security threats. And sensitive technology or funds transfer in their cooperation will be carefully prevented.

This turns case – the affirmative merely reproduces the securitized structures it tries to resist. 

And, the biopolitic imperialism that the aff upholds allows the disposal of entire populations – this outweighs any marginal decreases in tensions between the US and China. 

And, biopolitics lays the groundwork for genocide. 
Pever Coviello, Prof. of English @ Bowdoin, 2k [Queer Frontiers, p. 39-40]
Perhaps. But to claim that American culture is at present decisively postnuclear is not to say that the world we inhabit is in any way postapocalyptic. Apocalypse, as I began by saying, changed-it did not go away. And here I want to hazard my second assertion: if, in the nuclear age of yesteryear, apocalypse signified an event threatening everyone and everything with (in Jacques Den-ida's suitably menacing phrase) "remairiderless and a-symbolic destruction,," then in the postnuclear world apocalypse is an affair whose parameters are definitively local. In shape and in substance, apocalypse is defined now by the affliction it brings somewhere else, always to an "other" people whose very presence might then be written as a kind of dangerous contagion, threatening the safety and prosperity of a cherished "general population." This fact seems to me to stand behind Susan Sontag's incisive observation, from 1989, that, 'Apocalypse is now a long-running serial: not 'Apocalypse Now' but 'Apocalypse from Now On."" The decisive point here in the perpetuation of the threat of apocalypse (the point Sontag goes on, at length, to miss) is that apocalypse is ever present because, as an element in a vast economy of power, it is ever useful. That is, through the perpetual threat of destruction-through the constant reproduction of the figure of apocalypse-agencies of power ensure their authority to act on and through the bodies of a particular population. No one turns this point more persuasively than Michel Foucault, who in the final chapter of his first volume of The History of Sexuality addresses himself to the problem of a power that is less repressive than productive, less life-threatening than, in his words, "life-administering." Power, he contends, "exerts a positive influence on life land, endeavors to administer, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations?' In his brief comments on what he calls "the atomic situation;' however, Foucault insists as well that the productiveness of modern power must not be mistaken for a uniform repudiation of violent or even lethal means. For as "managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race," agencies of modern power presume to act 'on the behalf of the existence of everyone." Whatsoever might be construed as a threat to life and survival in this way serves to authorize any expression of force, no matter how invasive or, indeed, potentially annihilating. "If genocide is indeed the dream of modem power," Foucault writes, "this is not because of a recent return to the ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population." For a state that would arm itself not with the power to kill its population, but with a more comprehensive power over the patterns and functioning of its collective life, the threat of an apocalyptic demise, nuclear or otherwise, seems a civic initiative that can scarcely be done without.
2NC Cooption Link 

The synthesis of technology with space exploration from within the confines of the government has been a historic tool of exploitation- their technology will be used for securitized structures. 
 Stevphen Shukaitis, University of Essex Business School, 2009, “ Space is the (non)place: Martians, Marxists, and the outer space of the radical imagination”, Wiley Online

This is not to say that outer space memes and images of technological development have always played a totally progressive role. Indeed, aside from space exploration and technology, there is a longer history of the relation between scientific innovation and discovery and their connection with right wing and conservative politics (Federici and Caffentzis, 1982). Richard Barbrook (2007) has shown quite convincingly that the imaginary futures formed around space and technology animated collective imaginaries across the entire political spectrum, with both the diffuse spectacle of Western capitalism clamoring towards supremacy through technology, and the concentrated spectacle of bureaucratic collectivism capitalism in the East trying to do much the same, albeit framing it in different terms. While early efforts toward cybernetic communism were initially developed within the Soviet Union (until they were crushed by the party who feared, rightly, that they could not control it), Barbrook notes ironically that the first working model of communism as social co-operation through technology was developed by the US military in the form of DARPA Net, which would later become the internet. Despite apparent vast differences across a communist-capitalist divide, there existed a more profound underlying agreement on technological development as a road to the liberation of human potential, one that was shared by autonomist currents who argued that movement toward increased automation of the labour process would reduce necessary labour to almost zero, thus freeing up great amounts of time for activities other than repetitive labour. 

Benefits of the Aff will inevitably promotes a neo-imperialistic method favoring only the few elite space capable nations.

Marshall 99

Alan Marshall 1999, "Gaining a share of the final frontier", with a commentary by Robert Zubrin and a response by the author, in Brian Martin (ed.), Technology and Public Participation

According to international agreement between the space faring nations of the world the bodies of the solar system are labelled the province of humankind and are made off-limits to annexation. Because of these agreements it might be thought that extraterrestrial space exploration and exploitation must be undertaken for the benefit of all nations. Unfortunately those charged with interpreting these international agreements tend to do so in a way that generally discourages equitable distribution of space resources and promotes a neo-imperialistic attitude to the development and settlement of space. This by itself may only be seen as a predictable development in light of the present state of international relations between the First and Third Worlds but given the grand rhetoric emerging from the space advocacy community--where we are told all humanity will share in the final frontier--it can also be seen as a betrayal of the humanitarian ideals of spaceflight. Touted as the final frontier, space expansion has been expressed as the next large scale exploration and settlement project for modern humanity. From such expansion it is supposed that vast resources will be opened up for the general benefit of humankind. If this is so, then it is appropriate to enquire about the participatory mechanisms involved in such a grand project. With respect to this, two particular questions are raised: (1) What sort of participation exists in the formulation of solar system resource exploitation policy? (2) What sort of participation in the distribution of solar system resources can be expected? After examining the avenues for such participation it is concluded that--despite the universalist visions of space developers--advanced space development will only be enacted by a few elite space-capable nations for the near exclusive material benefit of aerospace and mining companies from those nations. 

Ptx Links – Specific to Plan
The plan would cause massive controversy – the House committee in charge of funding is fiercely anti-China – they’re willing to press the administration on the issue. 

Joan Johnson-Freese, “US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown,” 6/10/2011, China-US Focus, http://www.chinausfocus.com/peace-security/us-china-space-cooperation-congress%E2%80%99-pointless-lockdown/
While the ban only covered expenditures through September 30, 2011, it could be an issue in Fiscal Year 2012 as well since Representative Frank Wolk (R-VA), a fierce critic of China and chair of the House spending committee that oversees NASA and several science agencies, and other committee Republicans, are clearly focused on the issue. Tetchy exchanges between ban supporters and presidential science advisor John Holdren occurred at subsequent Congressional hearings on the FY 2012 budget when Holdren stated that the ban did not apply to the President’s ability to conduct foreign policy.  Wolf and company pushed back against anything that would provide a loophole for presidential discretion in working with China, tacitly threatening future NASA funding if the intent of their ban were to be evaded.
The plan would drain political capital – specifically Rep. Wolf will make Obama pay. 
Matthew Pennington, staff writer, “US lawmaker wields budget ax over China space ties,” 7/15/2011, http://news.yahoo.com/us-lawmaker-wields-budget-ax-over-china-space-003401959.html

WASHINGTON (AP) — A Republican lawmaker is looking to make the Obama administration pay a price for what he sees as its defiance of Congress in pursuing cooperation with China in science and space technology.

A proposal by Rep. Frank Wolf, a fierce critic of Beijing, would slash by 55 percent the $6.6 million budget of the White House's science policy office. The measure was endorsed by a congressional committee this week, but faces more legislative hurdles, and its prospects are unclear.

President Barack Obama has sought to deepen ties with China, which underwrites a major chunk of the vast U.S. national debt and is emerging a challenge to American military dominance in the Asia-Pacific region. Among the seemingly benign forms of cooperation he has supported is in science and technology. Last year NASA's administrator visited China, and during a high-profile state visit to Washington by China's President Hu Jintao in January, the U.S. and China resolved to "deepen dialogue and exchanges in the field of space."

Wolf, R-Va., argues that cooperation in space would give technological assistance to a country that steals U.S. industrial secrets and launches cyberattacks against the United States.

Ptx Links – Congress Hates China

There’s bipartisan hostility towards China in Congress. 

Asian News, “Congress gives Hu Jintao a hostile reception,” 1/21/2011, http://www.asianews.it/news-en/Congress-gives-Hu-Jintao-a-hostile-reception-20570.html

Chicago (AsiaNews/Agencies) – The third day of Hu Jintao’s visit to the United States was his toughest. Unlike President Barack Obama at the White House, the Congress received the Chinese leader with open hostility. Even before that, House Speaker, Republican John Boehner, had breached protocol by refusing to attend the state dinner in honour of the foreign guest. 

After Hu’s visit to the Capitol, Boehner released a statement that said, “We raised our strong, ongoing concerns with reports of human rights violations in China, including the denial of religious freedom and the use of coercive abortion as a consequence of the ‘one child’ policy. When it comes to guaranteeing the freedom and dignity of all her citizens, including and especially the unborn, Chinese leaders have a responsibility to do better, and the United States has a responsibility to hold them to account.”

Democratic house leader, Nancy Pelosi, criticised China’s treatment of Liu Xiaobo in front of Hu. Liu, who is serving an 11-year sentence, won the 2010 Nobel Peace Prize but was unable to pick it up in person in Oslo. 

Almost 90 members of Congress signed a letter pressing Hu on China’s "persistent violation of trade law", which “harm our workers by putting U.S. companies out of business and impeding our economic recovery efforts.”

2NC Politics – Double Bind
The aff’s entire thesis rests on the fact that Congress is hostile and suspicious towards China, and toward US-China policy in particular. The first piece of evidence the aff reads says that their plan is currently illegal, because of Rep. Wolf, who is on a crusade to prevent US-China space cooperation. Additionally, all of their threat con cards rest on the fact that Congress believes China is an evil empire out to destroy the US. Either the plan is unpopular or the aff has no harms. 
2NC Politics: AT: But We Solve Mindset

1. The politics DA is about the mindset of members of Congress before the plan is enacted – even if you solve US-China tension in the long run you can’t do anything about the fact that Congress hates the plan in the status quo. 

2. You make no specific solvency claims about how doing the plan would affect the tendency of members of Congress to securitize China – in fact the Johnson-Freese cards proves you’re wrong – the Obama administration tried to increase space diplomacy with China and Congress just freaked out and banned cooperation. 
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