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US space weakness is key to Chinese influence and soft power  
Sabathier and Faith 5-17, Vincent G. Sabathier has more than 20 years of experience in aerospace, from rocket and satellite design to space policy. As president of Sabathier Consulting, he provides strategic insights to both the private sector and governments in the fields of aerospace and telecommunications. He is also a senior associate with the technology and public policy program at the CSIS. G. Ryan Faith is a research analyst at the space foundation. Prior to that, he was a program manager for space initiatives at CSIS, where he wrote extensively about space policy, (“The Global Impact of the Chinese Space Program,” in, Space Power: A Crowded Field, World Politics Review, 2011)  

Space activity has increased tremendously over the past decade thanks to both the growth of space ap​plications and the entry of many new national and regional players. Space is now understood as a fully dual-use domain, with space systems not only part of the digital and cyberspace domains and as such powerful socio-economic enablers, but also at the core of all global defense policies and operations. Indeed, space is the smart-power tool par excellence, effective for applying both soft and hard power or, as is more often the case, a little bit of both. 

Space power is the modern-day equivalent of the 18th-century sea-power domain so eloquently described by Alfred Thayer Mahan, but extended to both the vertical and digital dimensions. Countries with global ambitions understand that, absent significant space capabilities, they will neither attain nor retain global pre-eminence. But since every post-Cold War national space program, with the exception of the U.S. thus far, has at some point been subject to significant resource limitations, nations have needed to cooperate to some degree or another in order to develop significant capabilities. As space systems become more complex and costly, this trend is going to increase and will likely even affect the U.S.

Although China has relied on cooperation in the past to develop its space capabilities, it is increasingly willing to go it alone, proceeding slowly and steadily in a “long march” fash​ion. China might cooperate on space activi​ties to accelerate a particular program or to gain prestige and recognition along the way, but ultimately its aim is to become a global competitor in space. Over time, Chinese poli​cymakers have studied, analyzed and under​stood both the successes and failures of the U.S.-Soviet space race as well as the benefits China can derive from space. One such ben​efit, increased national pride, is more impor​tant in China than in any other current major spacefaring power -- with the possible exceptions of India and Russia -- because it helps unify the country during periods of great stress and transformation. 

In addition to showing considerable signs of determination and an enormous ambition, China has the re​sources needed to comprehensively develop its space assets in all areas. This will eventually allow China to compete across the board, around the globe and throughout space. China will probably catch up with European commercial space assets and policies before 2020. Its navigation system, Beidou, will be operational before its European counterpart, Galileo, and the Long March 5 family of launch vehicles, slated for use start​ing in 2014, will outperform Ariane 5 and its foreseen successors. China will subsequently land a “ taikonaut” on the moon in the middle of the next decade, at roughly the same time that China’s GDP is projected to exceed that of the U.S. -- a subtle soft-power means of highlighting China’s growing influence. 
A Chinese moon landing ought not to represent an existential threat to U.S. space leadership, given that the U.S. landed on the moon more than 40 years ago and remains far ahead in all fields. However, if the U.S. remains stuck on the International Space Station (ISS) along with Europe, Russia, Japan and other station partners while China invites astronauts from around the world to visit the moon on board Chinese landers, the U.S. will certainly lose its soft-power edge in space for the first time in nearly half a century. It is possible that policymakers in the West will not understand the deeper, underlying significance of this moment and that the event will attract attention in neither Europe nor the U.S. After all, little has been made of the fact that once the Space Shuttle is retired this year, NASA will be forced to pay Russia to fly U.S. astronauts to the ISS at a cost of $75 million for each round-trip ticket. 

In any case, increased global activity in space is making space, especially in the specific orbits used for par​ticular kinds of activities, more and more congested, competitive and contested. This situation impairs U.S. freedom of action, thereby diminishing the strategic and asymmetric advantage the U.S. currently derives from its dominance in space. In the management of orbits and space access, as in business when a resource becomes a commodity, old space will have to be managed and new space will have to be found.

That solves East Asian stability 
Ying 6, Graduate School of Asia-Pacific Studies (GSAPS) at Waseda University, M.A. from Wuhan University, (Zhou, “Assessing China’s Soft Power Diplomacy and its Implications on Asia Cooperation,”  http://www.waseda-giari.jp/sysimg/imgs/200908_si_st_09zhou_paper_f.pdf
China and Asian cooperation is an evolving concept, the questions of how Asian cooperation influence China‟s internatioal behavior and how China‟s external behaviors shape the process of Asian cooperation is intensely interwined. As previous studies have shown, China has been exhibiting a change in its attitude toward Asia since the mid-1990s: it regards Asia as a core srategic region and has actively implemented regional policies toward the continent, which had not been the case in the past. Based on its size, strategic location, and rising economic and military power, China has become the leading regional power in Asia; and factors of geography and interest have made Asia the main internaitonal arena where the Chinese government has always exerted influence. Reflecting its rising stature and influence in Asia, China has become a key player in dealing with regional hot spots. China‟s decision on Taiwan by military means or by peaceful means cast the decisively role in over the entire Asian security environment. China is rapidly emerging as the engine of growth in Asia, which affords it increasing influence and leverage. 50 For instance, China has begun propagating various diplomatic ideas such as: responsible power, new security concept, peaceful rise and development, harmonious world and harmonious Asia, and has implemented a good neigbor policy to support these notions. These efforts have mitigated the concerns of neighboring countires and warranted China‟s rise as a regional power. 51 China‟s closer integration with economies in the region, along with a trend toward more assertive political and diplomatic manner, has contributed to great optimism for the economic and political regionalization in East Asia. China‟s active participation in international institutions creates more chances to elicit cooperation on key issues. Moreover, China now brings more resources and influence to the table. Beijing‟s lead role in addressing the Korean nuclear crisis is one such example. When come to the Asia community issue, the bloc should cover all actors in this region. However, owing to the awkward situation in the cross-strait relation, Taiwan is excluded from essentially all regional integration efforts in recent years. Sadly, talking about Taiwan in the context of regional integration (or anything else for that matter) remains a taboo for many Asian governments when China is in the same room. But if China‟s further soft power diplomacy can alleviate the confrontation, attracting the two parts on the negotiation table, this will grease the cowheel of the Asia community building. 


 In historical retrospect, China was the dominant regional power both politically, economically and culturally. China had substantial soft power influence and had been the hegemonic power in the East Asian region with tributory relationships with other neigboring countires in the Qing dynasty and before. And culturally East Asia region was also heavily influenced by Chinese traditional culture including language and philosophies. Similar historical and cultural ties hold true for other countries in Southeast Asia and for Vietnam in particular. This predestinates China‟s ongoing role in Asia‟s prospect. The source of China‟s soft power in Asia lies in Chinese civilization, which allows China to take a leading role in creating a new difinition of so-called Asian values. Put differently, Chinese history and civilization are important resources because they can be reconstructed and reinvented to help creat an imaged Asian identity and values. 52 Thus, taking advantage of its history and cultural legacies, China can attempt to increase its soft power by creating common, imagined identities and values for Asians which is of paramount significance for the further Asian cooperation and the integration. For China, it is a possible task to assume because Chinese civilization and history transcend mere representation of a single national history. The rise of China is once again making it possible to pursue Asian values based on Chinese civilization, at least in Confucian East Asian countries. As some scholar mentioned, to speack of China‟s role in East Asian regional integration, it is unavoiable to talk about China‟s soft power. This is because soft power in terms of cultural and political influence, and diplomatic relations are indispensible elements for the region to accept China‟s leadership role in building and influencing policy in the region. 53 To China, no matter what it want to be in shaping policies in the region, political and economic power is indispensible, but soft power is imperative. Soft power diplomacy, an aspect of regional cooperation in Asia, can act as a kind of adhesion to carry out the cooperation. 

Nuclear War

CIRINICONE 2K (Joseph, director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Foreign Policy, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain,” March)

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.
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Weak US space presence guarantees Chinese leadership 
Sabathier and Faith 5-17, Vincent G. sabathier has more than 20 years of experience in aerospace, from rocket and satellite design to space policy. As president of Sabathier Consulting, he provides strategic insights to both the private sector and governments in the fields of aerospace and telecommunications. He is also a senior associate with the technology and public policy program at the CSIS. G. Ryan Faith is a research analyst at the space foundation. Prior to that, he was a program manager for space initiatives at CSIS, where he wrote extensively about space policy, (“The Global Impact of the Chinese Space Program,” in, Space Power: A Crowded Field, World Politics Review, 2011)  

In the past decade, between the ASAT test and the flights of the Shenzou capsule, China has used space quite effectively for both hard- and soft-power purposes. In the future, we can expect that, as the Chinese human spaceflight program advances, China’s space-based military capabilities will follow suit. Landing a Chinese taikonaut on the moon and inviting other nations to join the adventure will not only impact the global percep​tion of China, but will also be an indication of the progress of China’s military capabilities. 

Regionally, given recent shifts in Japanese geopolitical thinking regarding its regional role, it is not impossible to imagine growing intra-Asian cooperation in space. Indeed, there is a sense at the diplomatic level that China and Japan will have to come to some understanding regarding space as both nations continue to pursue increas​ingly high-profile exploration programs. Strong regional space cooperation in Asia would most certainly allow Asia to become a very strong peer competitor to the West. 

More broadly, the other BRIC countries, with the exception of Russia, currently lag behind China in space. And although Russia has recently increased funding for its space program, this alone will not guarantee an indefinite lead over China. India’s space program is still addressing the difficulties of evolving beyond its early initial focus on sustainable development applications. India has announced its intention to pursue a hu​man spaceflight program, but it is still quite far behind China. Finally, the Brazilian space program is still in its infancy and is unlikely to catch up to China any time soon without a significant regional effort. 

In coming decades, China’s size, worldview and economic growth give it the potential to overtake the Western world in space activity. Europe will be the first to feel acute pressure from China’s growing space program, particularly with respect to Europe’s commercial space market share. By 2025, if a taikonaut does land on the moon, Europe will appear -- and indeed will be -- passé in both technological and economic terms. 

At first glance, the situation for the U.S. space program might appear to be different. Not only did the U.S. land astronauts on the moon in 1969, but the U.S. is also spending some $60 billion a year in space -- two-thirds of which finance space-based national security assets and operations. As a consequence, the U.S. space industry could conceivably be lulled into a false sense of security and fail to compete aggres​sively on the commercial market.

However, experience has shown that budget size is not a reliable indicator of the security of space assets themselves. It is easy to state, as did U.S. President Barack Obama on April 15, 2010, that the moon is not of significant interest and that “We’ve been there before.” But the fact is, the U.S. would be hard-pressed to land another astronaut on the moon by 2025, given the difficulty in finding a reliable and affordable replacement for the Space Shuttle. Before the recent budget freeze, NASA had been unable to produce the heavy launch vehicle needed to go beyond low earth orbit, as mandated by Congress. NASA subsequently lost $6 billion in budgeting dedicated to the program for the period 2011-2015, and such a launcher will not be available before 2020 at best. 

Although China’s space program has historically been isolated and forced into the indigenous development of a number of capabilities, it has more recently tried to engage internationally. As it grows, China will attract more and more partners. In March, the European Union released space-policy guidance directing member states to cooperate more closely with China on space technology and exploration. Although current U.S. space policy explicitly encourages more international cooperation, such cooperation with China is not in the cards. For that matter, even U.S.-EU cooperation has declined sharply, resulting in a great deal of frustration in Europe. America’s other main partner in space, Japan, was already struggling with strict budget limitations, despite the recent successes of its space agency. And the budgetary impact of the 2011 Tohoku earthquake and subsequent tsunami has yet to be fully felt. Although Japan has expressed a commitment to continue its space activities, these events make it unlikely that Japan will either accelerate its space program or significantly increase its budget for space anytime soon. 

Even without considering the national benefits it has generated, China’s space program has already made a significant contribution to the global understanding of space activity by demonstrating that space must now be shared and managed at the international level. As China grows in space and introduces other nations to space, this will become all the more critical. Space is becoming commoditized, and as the knowledge necessary to use it diffuses and space applications themselves become commonplace, space will no longer be the domain of the few and the brave. Though the asymmetric military and economic advantages the U.S. derives from using space still exist, they are decreasing quickly. 

For the near future, China will not be able to compete directly with Western nations in terms of military space, but it will certainly be able deny them the use of those capabilities. If by the end of this decade the U.S. is not able to structure truly effective international cooperation or mutually beneficial bilateral cooperation in civil space beyond the limited scope of the ISS, China will be able to use the leverage of its space program as a foreign policy tool without any meaningful competition.
Space key to Chinese soft power in the squo 
Ellis 10, Ph.D., is an adjunct professor at the University of Miami (“Advances in China – Latin America Space Cooperation,”  China Brief Volume: 10 Issue: 14, 7-9, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=36602)  

China’s space cooperation with Latin America is transforming the region. For the new generation of space technicians in Venezuela and Bolivia, Chinese workers, equipment, and training are becoming part of the culture, just as Soviet equipment, technology and personnel shaped the experience of a generation of Cubans and Nicaraguans. Moreover, it is likely that the Venezuelan and Bolivian precedents, in combination with other Chinese investments, will eventually open up the Chilean and Argentine space markets, even as Chinese space diplomacy builds inroads in Peru, possibly Mexico, and eventually in other nations such as Colombia. Each of these developments will advance the PRC’s presence in the technical infrastructure of Latin American while moving it toward an ever more capable, multidimensional space capability—a reality to which the United States and other global players will have to adjust.

exts – latin america 
 Chinese leadership in Latin America now 
Ellis 10, Ph.D., is an adjunct professor at the University of Miami (“Advances in China – Latin America Space Cooperation,”  China Brief Volume: 10 Issue: 14, 7-9, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=36602)  

 In China’s first white paper on the country's relationship with Latin America released in November 2008, the only reference to cooperation on space issues accounts for a portion of one sentence within the long document: “The Chinese side will also strengthen cooperation with Latin America and the Caribbean in aeronautics and astronautics … and other areas of shared interest” (People’s Daily Online, November 6, 2008). Yet, just one month before the Chinese government released the white paper, China Great Wall Industries Corporation (CGWIC) launched into orbit the first wholly indigenous-built satellite for a Latin American customer. In the four years since 2006, China has made major inroads in space cooperation with Latin America, launching its third satellite in a collaborative venture with Brazil, launching a wholly Chinese-built telecommunications satellite for Venezuela, contracting with Bolivia for a similar satellite, launching a new Beijing-based regional space cooperation organization that includes Peru, and pursuing significant space-related projects in Argentina and Chile. As these examples suggest, advancement in China-Latin America space cooperation is occurring, although largely out of the public eye, and is important, following a pattern shaped by the varied interests and space-related capabilities of Latin American states, as well as the growing ideological divisions in the region.

For the PRC, space-related initiatives in Latin America are oriented to support the development of this strategically important sector while strengthening partnerships with countries that it regards as important. This paper focuses on three categories of Latin American countries with which the PRC has space-related interactions: (1) populist regimes acquiring satellites, (2) other countries developing limited space capabilities, and (3) Brazil as an emerging regional power with a multidimensional space program.  
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US space leadership’s key to win the soft power race 
Spudis 10, Phd, Senior Staff Scientist at the Lunar and Planetary Institute in Houston, Texas (Paul, “ The New Space Race,” 2/9, http://onorbit.com/node/1954) 

 The race to the Moon of the 1960's was an exercise in "soft power" projection. We raced the Soviets to the Moon to demonstrate the superiority of our technology, not only to them, but also to the uncommitted and watching world. The landing of Apollo 11 in July 1969 was by any reckoning a huge win for United States and the success of Apollo gave us technical credibility for the Cold War endgame. Fifteen years after the moon landing, President Reagan advocated the development of a missile defense shield, the so-called Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). Although disparaged by many in the West as unattainable, this program was taken very seriously by the Soviets. I believe that this was largely because the United States had already succeeded in accomplishing a very difficult technical task (the lunar landing) that the Soviet Union had not accomplished. Thus, the Soviets saw SDI as not only possible, but likely and its advent would render their entire nuclear strategic capability useless in an instant.

In this interpretation, the Apollo program achieved not only its literal objective of landing a man on the Moon (propaganda, soft power) but also its more abstract objective of intimidating our Soviet adversary (technical surprise, hard power). Thus, Apollo played a key role in the end of the Cold War, one far in excess of what many scholars believe. Similarly, our two follow-on programs of Shuttle and Station, although fraught with technical issues and deficiencies as tools of exploration, had significant success in pointing the way towards a new paradigm for space. That new path involves getting people and machines to satellite assets in space for construction, servicing, extension and repair. Through the experience of ISS construction, we now know it is possible to assemble very large systems in space from smaller pieces, and we know how to approach such a problem. Mastery of these skills suggests that the construction of new, large distributed systems for communications, surveillance, and other tasks is possible. These new space systems would be much more capable and enabling than existing ones.

Warfare in space is not as depicted in science-fiction movies, with flying saucers blasting lasers at speeding spaceships. The real threat from active space warfare is denial of assets and access. Communications satellites are silenced, reconnaissance satellites are blinded, and GPS constellations made inoperative. This completely disrupts command and control and forces reliance on terrestrially based systems. Force projection and coordination becomes more difficult, cumbersome and slower.

Recently, China tested an ASAT weapon in space, indicating that they fully understand the military benefits of hard space power. But they also have an interest in the Moon, probably for "soft power" projection ("Flags-and-Footprints") at some level. Sending astronauts beyond low Earth orbit is a statement of their technical equality with the United States, as among space faring nations, only we have done this in the past. So it is likely that the Chinese see a manned lunar mission as a propaganda coup. However, we cannot rule out the possibility that they also understand the Moon's strategic value, as described above. They tend to take a long view, spanning decades, not the short-term view that America favors. Thus, although their initial plans for human lunar missions do not feature resource utilization, they know the technical literature as well as we do and know that such use is possible and enabling. They are also aware of the value of the Moon as a "backdoor" to approach other levels of cislunar space, as the rescue of the Hughes communications satellite demonstrated.

The struggle for soft power projection in space has not ended. If space resource extraction and commerce is possible, a significant question emerges - What societal paradigm shall prevail in this new economy? Many New Space advocates assume that free markets and capitalism is the obvious organizing principle of space commerce, but others might not agree. For example, to China, a government-corporatist oligarchy, the benefits of a pluralistic, free market system are not obvious. Moreover, respect for contract law, a fundamental reason why Western capitalism is successful while its implementation in the developing world has had mixed results, does not exist in China. So what shall the organizing principle of society be in the new commerce of space resources: rule of law or authoritarian oligarchy? An American win in this new race for space does not guarantee that free markets will prevail, but an American loss could ensure that free markets would never emerge on this new frontier.

Why are we going to the Moon?

In one of his early speeches defending the Apollo program, President John F. Kennedy laid out the reasons that America had to go the Moon. Among the many ideas that he articulated, one stood out. He said, "whatever men shall undertake, free men must fully share." This was a classic expression of American exceptionalism, that idea that we must explore new frontiers not to establish an empire, but to ensure that our political and economic system prevails, a system that has created the most freedom and the largest amount of new wealth in the hands of the greatest number of people in the history of the world. This is a statement of both soft and hard power projection; by leading the world into space, we guarantee that space does not become the private domain of powers who view humanity as cogs in their ideological machine, rather than as individuals to be valued and protected.

The Vision was created to extend human reach beyond its current limit of low Earth orbit. It made the Moon the first destination because it has the material and energy resources needed to create a true space faring system. Recent data from the Moon show that it is even richer in resource potential than we had thought; both abundant water and near-permanent sunlight is available at selected areas near the poles. We go to the Moon to learn how to extract and use those resources to create a space transportation system that can routinely access all of cislunar space with both machines and people. Such a system is the logical next step in both space security and commerce. This goal for NASA makes the agency relevant to important national interests. A return to the Moon for resource utilization contributes to national security and economic interests as well as scientific ones.

There is indeed a new space race. It is just as important and vital to our country's future as the original one, if not as widely perceived and appreciated. It consists of a struggle with both hard and soft power. The hard power aspect is to confront the ability of other nations to deny us access to our vital satellite assets of cislunar space. The soft power aspect is a question: how shall society be organized in space? Both issues are equally important and both are addressed by lunar return. Will space be a sanctuary for science and PR stunts or will it be a true frontier with scientists and pilots, but also miners, technicians, entrepreneurs and settlers? The decisions made now will decide the fate of space for generations. The choice is clear; we cannot afford to relinquish our foothold in space and abandon the Vision for Space Exploration.
Strong Chinese leadership’s critical to their soft power 
Chambers 9, Major, United States Air Force B.A., Chinese Language & Literature M.S., Strategic Intelligence, Joint Military Intelligence College, (Rob, “ CHINA’S SPACE PROGRAM: A NEW TOOL FOR PRC “SOFT POWER” IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS?”  Master’s Thesis, March, http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2009/Mar/09Mar_Chambers.pdf) 


Despite some of the military and national security concerns, the focus of this thesis is on how China is using space as a “soft power” tool in International Relations (IR) and whether Washington is miscalculating the main direction of China’s threat to U.S. space policy and strategy. To that end, Joan Johnson-Freese notes that one purpose of space programs is “techno-nationalism,” which she defines as, “using technology to build stature and power perceptions”.19 Clearly, a country that is able to build its own satellites, launch them, and then control them to exploit the space domain is among an elite group of nations and enjoys higher prestige than those that cannot. Especially for nations wishing to become “players in space” and “build knowledge-based societies, technology development…attract more global information technology jobs…and link [rural] villages and cities,”20 some kind of national investment in space is absolutely essential.

As China dips into its state resources to pursue its space program, there are natural, tangible benefits that will result. Job creation, stimulation of national interest in science, math, aerospace, and astronomy, and “spin-off” technologies resulting from space program research and development are but a few. However, there are more intangible, yet very real, benefits as well. First, a successful space program, especially a manned-space version, brings heightened global prestige as well increased internal credibility and prowess to the supporting scientific and technical communities. Johnson-Freese likens the Chinese effort to the American success enjoyed during the heyday of the Apollo program, and adds that “a successful demonstration…in manned spaceflight carr [ies] significant geopolitical implications…technology advancements can be viewed to indicate national stature, and potentially, power”.21

Johnson-Freese follows this theme in another work, stating that “space is one of the most globalized aspects of world commerce,”22 inferring that non-space players are behind the power curve in the increasingly globalized world. Specifically addressing China, Johnson-Freese notes that China wants to develop space capabilities “as part of globalization efforts and to send a techno-nationalist message regionally and globally”.23

The concept of “techno-nationalism” has some parallels to Joseph Nye’s term “soft power,” which he defines as “the ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion or payments. It arises from the attractiveness of a country’s culture, political ideals, and policies”.24 Nye sees China’s efforts in space as a way to “help increase its prestige and attraction”.25 For China’s space program to attract countries in Africa and South America, some measure of soft power may have been usefully applied. Joshua Kurlantzick cites as growing evidence of Chinese soft power the “large official delegations from…Brazil and various African nations that now regularly visit China at the government’s invitation”26 as well as “in older groupings like the Association of Southeast Asian Nations [ASEAN] and in newer pan-Asian institutions, like the East Asia summit”.27 From a space perspective, this was manifested initially in the creation of the Asia-Pacific Multilateral Cooperation in Space Technology and Applications (AP-MCSTA) and then its subsequent transformation into the Asia-Pacific Space Cooperation Organization (APSCO), conveniently headquartered in Beijing.28

U.S. Navy Commander John Klein assesses China’s rise in space as primarily associated with national power, national strategy, international influence, and world prestige. Although his main intent is to use historical maritime strategy to address current U.S. space strategy, he notes that as China continues to expand its “celestial lines of communication,” it will have a “greater say in how the most desirable communications frequencies and geostationary orbital slots are assigned and used,” and thus able to use coercive diplomatic influence if needed.29

China scholar David M. Lampton also elaborates the argument about China’s “underappreciated space program” as one aspect of its power projection, economic development, and more importantly “ideational power”.30 At its foundation, ideational power does not involve financial incentives or threats of military force. Rather, it comes from “the intellectual, cultural, spiritual, leadership, and legitimacy resources that enhance a nation’s capacity to efficiently define and achieve national objectives”.31 He acknowledges some similarities between “ideational power” and Joseph Nye’s “soft power” and Amitai Etzioni’s “normative power,” but adds that his term is broader in the sense that it also “includes leadership, human resources, innovation, and culture”.32 Thus China’s push into space has intellectual attraction, creates a sense of national unity, can help promote economic development and raise standards of living, and can add diplomatic legitimacy to China as its participates in international space affairs.33 A recent study by Kevin Pollpeter portrays China’s efforts as aimed at taking “a leading role in regional space cooperation” and as having the potential for space power to contribute to China’s comprehensive national power, as well as to “advance China’s diplomatic interests with oil-rich countries”.34 He devotes considerable effort to documenting the rise of Chinese commercial space prowess and how that will challenge American military, political, commercial, and economic interests.

Janie Hulse highlights the gradual pullout of American clout in Argentina and its subsequent replacement with Chinese technical assistance and influence. She underscores the threat to the United States manifested in China’s desire cooperate with Brazil on spy satellite technology, as well as Western hemispheric space tracking facilities, which would give China extremely convenient monitoring of U.S. satellites and improved imagery of North America.35 Although she also focuses on the telecommunications industry, she nonetheless sees the international commercial space arena in Central and South America as a vital industry where America’s preeminence may be waning. 

Weakened U.S. space leadership gives China a key soft power opportunity 
Sterner 10, fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute. He held senior staff positions on the House Armed Services and Science Committees and served in the Department of Defense and as NASA's associate deputy administrator for Policy and Planning, (Eric, “Unforced Errors in the New National Space Policy,” inFocus Quarterly Fall 2010, http://www.jewishpolicycenter.org/1889/national-space-policy)  

 The United States has wrestled with the space age's implications since before the Soviet Union launched the first artificial satellite in 1957. Successive presidents often approached space issues in clusters of national security, civil, and commercial activities. More often than not, they addressed those issues in isolation from one another as problems arose. Consequently, national space policy has been frequently disjointed and given short shrift to interdependencies across the three sectors.

This created substantial risk for U.S. space power, which is a critical component of its national security, economy, and soft power leadership. The U.S. space industry is a net exporter of goods and services, making it economically important, and space-derived goods and services form key components of critical U.S. infrastructure. Global space spending totaled some $262 billion last year with the United States clearly the dominant player. The U.S. armed forces depend on space systems, such as the Global Positioning System, communications satellites, and reconnaissance satellites for the global projection of American power. NASA has been the recognized leader of international efforts to explore space and U.S. commercial firms have led global space commerce.

To its credit, the Obama administration, which released its National Space Policy in June 2010, attempted to reconcile that disjointedness. The policy is comprehensive, addressing issues in all three sectors, and forward leaning, seeking to fundamentally change the manner in which the U.S. government approaches civil space activity. Unfortunately, the policy contains a number of unforced errors that present real risks for U.S. national space power.

Space and National Security

National security leaders historically approached U.S. national security in space through the parallel prisms of capabilities and the right to use them. The Bush administration was most explicit on the point in its 2006 National Space Policy, declaring space capabilities "vital" to U.S. national interests and reaffirming that it considers "space systems to have rights of passage through and operations in space without interference." The 2010 National Space Policy reaffirms the right to pass through and operate in space without interference, but shifts the focus from U.S. capabilities to the domain of space. Rather than securing U.S. interests through the development of national security capabilities and preserving them vis-à-vis potential adversaries, the 2010 policy intends to protect U.S. national security by securing the domain of space itself through the promulgation of rules, norms, and codes of conduct.

As the National Space Policy recognizes, the number of spacefaring states is growing. Many of them are historical U.S. allies, but some lack such close relationships, or may even be potential adversaries in certain scenarios. Many clearly recognize space's military potential. For example, China is aggressively developing more advanced space-based communications and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance systems that help it project power over longer distances. India has developed a tri-service space cell to consider future direction for its space capabilities relative to its military capabilities. Iran has launched its own satellites and Venezuela is procuring communications satellites. Because space systems are generally dual-use, even dedicated civilian systems have military applications. Taken together, the spread of space capabilities represents a potential means by which countries might offset relative U.S. military advantages.

The administration's policy does not grasp the entirety of the problem. Rather than addressing the contributions space capabilities make to an overall military posture, it focuses on the role that space systems may play in promoting transparency and crisis management. With that in mind, international rules and norms to enhance this role for space systems seem desirable. However, others with a more comprehensive perspective are likely to use a rule-making process to constrain U.S. space capabilities, effectively reducing U.S. military advantages at the negotiating table.

For example, in 2002, at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament, Russia and China proposed a treaty text that would prohibit the development of space-based counterspace systems, in which the United States would potentially have an advantage, while permitting the continued deployment of terrestrial counterspace systems, which Russia inherited from the Soviet Union and China recently demonstrated. While the 2006 space policy ruled such negotiations out, the Obama National Space Policy leaves the door open to them. At the same time, the 2010 policy quite publicly erased the Bush administration's commitment to superior space capabilities, practically inviting others to seek rough parity with the United States both through negotiation of international rules and improvements in their own space capabilities.

Despite the risks, a rule-making approach does not have to constrain U.S. capabilities. Instead, pursuing issue-focused agreements to prevent routine problems may create a more stable environment for U.S. space activities. Orbital debris, for example, is a growing problem with the potential to cascade out of control. It presents a "security of the global commons" problem for all spacefaring states, although some appear more committed to addressing it. Interference with legitimate operations in the electromagnetic spectrum represents another problem. Iran routinely interferes with communications satellite transmissions without consequence. More innocently, in the spring of 2010, the multinational corporation Intelsat SA lost the ability to ensure that its Galaxy 15 communications satellite maintained its station. As the satellite drifted, it began interfering with other satellites. Yet, there were no pre-established procedures for Intelsat SA, or any relevant government, to work through issues of warning, tracking, liability, etc.

Pre-established procedures could help reduce the transaction costs of resolving problems on an ad hoc basis. The administration should remain focused on rule-making in these areas to protect the domain, rather than opening itself up to broader security discussions that would more likely result in constraints on U.S. capabilities. Private, bilateral discussions will prove more fruitful than multilateral forums, which usually involve multiple, ulterior, competing motives and interests, voting blocs, and political grandstanding.

Civil Space

In 2004, the Bush administration announced the Vision for Space Exploration, which it offered, in part, in response to the loss of the space shuttle Columbia in 2003. The "vision" intended to send people to Mars, after first establishing a permanent presence on the moon. These goals provided a focus for NASA, which had been criticized for its lack since the end of the Apollo program. Congress endorsed the vision, and the programs attached to it, twice—under both Republican and Democratic majorities. Unfortunately, from the time it was announced until President Obama took office, funding for the vision was continually cut, either to meet increased demands in NASA's "non-vision" programs or through reductions in the projected top line. As a result, President Obama took office with a woefully underfunded program. A review committee indicated that the program of record, built around a rocket-capsule program known as Constellation, faced an annual shortfall of $3 billion in its projected baseline budget.

Against that backdrop, the Obama administration proposed a major strategic reorientation of the American civil space program. It sought to cancel the Constellation program, the backbone of NASA's effort to develop human spaceflight capabilities to replace the space shuttle and reach the moon. Instead, the administration proposed to build new relationships with the private sector, providing subsidies ($6 billion over five years) for the development of privately-owned human spaceflight capabilities on the assumption that they: 1) could meet government needs more cheaply than traditional procurement mechanisms; and 2) would enable the growth of private demand for human spaceflight capabilities to low-earth orbit. Addressing a long-standing criticism of the vision or, at least, its funding profile, the administration also sought to initiate a more robust technology development program, using funds freed up in the baseline by canceling the Constellation program and its moon-Mars focus. Finally, the administration proposed extending the International Space Station's operational life from 2015 to 2020.

Congress and industry greeted the administration's proposal with bipartisan objections, which only intensified as the details, or lack thereof, emerged. Meanwhile, the NASA administrator told Arab television audiences that outreach to Muslims was a top priority for his agency and argued with a U.S. Senator over whether he admitted the administration's plan might require future bailouts of the space industry. Within months, the administration changed direction and added new content to its proposed plans without increasing the budget, only leading to further confusion about its true intentions and expectations.

At the end of the day, the administration's initiative foundered for several reasons—unrealistic budget profiles, ambiguity, insufficient intellectual foundations, inadequate political preparation—and Congress forced it to accept a political compromise with elements both of the old program and the administration's new orientation. Nevertheless, even some Congressional space leaders who voted for the compromise expressed dissatisfaction with it as an inadequate solution to the problems facing the civil space program.

No doubt, civil space policy will remain turbulent for several years as policymakers wrestle with NASA's very purpose. This does not bode well for large aerospace programs, which generally need years, if not decades, of consistent funding and political commitment in order to produce any meaningful results. In the end, the administration's feckless approach to the civil space sector threatens America's human spaceflight program at a time when China's is taking off.
exts – space key to us soft power

Continued US space leadership’s key to soft power dominance 
Sabathier and Faith 8, Center for Strategic and International Studies, (Vincent, and G. Ryan, “ Smart Power Through Space,” CSIS Space Initiatives, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/080220_smart_power_through_space.pdf) 

 While a simple increase in the level of national support is a clear signal of our interest in broader engagement and a commitment to a rational balance between all of our soft and hard power activities, it also creates an opportunity for a compelling display of U.S. global leadership. A highly visible commitment to civil space exploration and utilization will restore U.S. credibility and allow the United States to assume its traditional global leadership role. More generally, space exploration is a high-payoff, low-risk opportunity for U.S. leadership—in no case has a significant expenditure of political capital in support of civil space activities failed to provide high returns on investment. The most spectacular returns from space exploration have been cases where the initial engagement, and consequently the visibility of U.S. leadership, has been the greatest. Yet even in cases where a given space initiative fell short of expectations, virtually no penalty was incurred.

As we approach the 35th anniversary of the retreat from the lunar surface we must carefully balance our priorities—neither neglecting pressing problems at home nor forgetting future generations. A stable balance between the short and long term and between hard and soft power is contingent in large measure on increased support for civil space operations. Over the longer term, we should strongly consider supporting our civil space activities at a minimum of 1 percent of the federal budget, with a long-term goal of supporting our space program at the rate of 25 cents per American per day. 

link: europe 

Key Chinese-EU cooperation in the status quo
Chambers 9, Major, United States Air Force B.A., Chinese Language & Literature M.S., Strategic Intelligence, Joint Military Intelligence College, (Rob, “ CHINA’S SPACE PROGRAM: A NEW TOOL FOR PRC “SOFT POWER” IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS?”  Master’s Thesis, March, http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2009/Mar/09Mar_Chambers.pdf) 


 China has had a long history of space project interaction and cooperation with European countries. Its first satellite, the Dongfanghong-1 (“East is Red,” communications satellite) was built largely with German-engineered high-technology subsystems, to include power-generation and attitude control, along with French assistance.196 Vincent Sabathier, a former Space Attaché at the French Embassy, sees a growing trend of space cooperation between the European Space Agency (ESA) and China, especially since “European manufacturers have now invested in ITAR-free technology that allows them to export systems with the previous tedious, and some say prohibitive, ITAR rules.”197

In July 2001, the Chinese National Space Administration (CNSA, similar to NASA) partnered with ESA to collaborate on a joint mission to study the Earth’s magnetic environment, China’s first cooperative international project with another space agency. ESA provided a four-satellite Cluster mission while the Chinese provided two small Double Star satellites.198 One of the Double Star satellites circles the poles while the other remains in equatorial orbit to collect data. As an incentive for Chinese cooperation and data sharing, ESA has “handed over 10 spare Cluster instruments worth $ 6.8 million.”199

In 2004, ESA joined with the National Remote Sensing Center of China (NRSCC, under the PRC Ministry of Science and Technology, or “MOST”) and started the ESAMOST Dragon program, which is a “three-year science and exploitation…in the field of Earth observation application development”.200 This program was so successful that it has been expanded for another four years under the “Dragon 2” title and now includes “25 projects exploiting ESA, TPM, and Chinese EO [electro-optical] data for land, ocean, and atmospheric science and application development”.201 Also in 2004, the EU surpassed Japan as China’s largest trading partner with Sino-EU trade accounting for over $160 billion.202 Although the economic ties are very strong, China’s grander strategy with Europe is based on “science and technology diplomacy” (keiji waijiao) over normal “economic diplomacy” (jingji waijiao), since much of the technical space know how that China lacks can be found in Europe and is free from U.S. export restrictions.203 It seemed to be in that spirit that China recently purchased a satellite made by the French firm, Alcatel, which was proudly announced to be “ITAR-free” and impervious to U.S. badgering.204

Beyond mere satellite purchases, China recently scored what some space industry analysts are calling a “commercial coup” with its recent agreement to launch a five-ton French satellite for Eutelsat Communications. Since the satellite has no U.S.-made components, it is not bound by U.S. policy restrictions and will mark the first Chinese launch of a Western satellite in more than a decade. Although the launch will not take place until late 2010, it “could prompt owners of other large commercial satellite fleets to enter similar arrangements with Chinese launch providers.”205 Citing China’s comparative advantage in lift services and strong launch record, which is usually “40% less than the $100 million [price tag] for the most expensive launches on European rockets,” there is a chance to lure other potential customers away from considering more expensive and, perhaps more politically complicated, U.S. launch options.206

Shortly after this deal was announced, Congressman Dana Rohrabacher (RCalifornia) launched a lowbrow attack on China. He referred to China as a proliferator of weapons of mass destruction and stated, “Ten years ago, the Cox Report clearly demonstrated that U.S. technology transfers to the PRC helped to improve and enhance the efficiency of China’s arsenal of missiles that were aimed at us”.207 He also added that despite needed changes to ITAR, America should ensure “that these scofflaw and rogue nations are barred from receiving our high tech systems,”208 and called for sanctions on Eutelsat. While one can expect some measure of high-level political response in order to show patriotic support for the U.S. aerospace industry, his comments may end up driving more business away from America.209 Only time will tell to see if either France-based Eutelsat, or the French-Italian space consortium of Thales Alenia Space, which currently has several contracts for Pentagon satellites and military communications, will end up being “punished” by Congress for “promoting Chinese space interests”.210

Chinese space relations with Europe, despite potential political fallout with the United States, seem to be moving along at an excellent pace well into the next decade. With the expansion of the successful Dragon program with ESA, purchases of Frenchbuilt satellites, and the upcoming launch of the Sino-German jointly-developed Solar Space telescope and French Eutelsat satellites, China has established a significant foothold on the European continent for some time to come.211 

link: south  america 

Latin America’s a key part of Chinese space leadership 
Chambers 9, Major, United States Air Force B.A., Chinese Language & Literature M.S., Strategic Intelligence, Joint Military Intelligence College, (Rob, “ CHINA’S SPACE PROGRAM: A NEW TOOL FOR PRC “SOFT POWER” IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS?”  Master’s Thesis, March, http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2009/Mar/09Mar_Chambers.pdf) 
 After China was hit with sanctions following the 1989 Tiananmen Square incident, it had to look for non-Western partners to help its then-nascent aerospace industry. Its search led to it to South America, starting with Brazil’s National Institute of Space Investigations (INEP). Brazil started researching space in the 1960s and launched its first satellite, the SCD-1 Data Collection Satellite, on February 9, 1993.212 When the United States decided to switch the management of LANDSAT data from NASA and NOAA over to the Earth Observation Satellite Company (EOSAT, a joint venture of Hughes and RCA) and financial problems that affected data availability started to emerge, Brazil, among other nations, started to look elsewhere for reliable remote sensing data.213 With a focus on joint development rather than trying to go it alone, they joined forces with the Chinese and started work on the Chinese-Brazilian Earth Resources Satellite (CBERS, also called “Ziyuan” by the Chinese) in July, 1988, after President José Sarney visited China.214This marked China’s “first international cooperative space technology venture with another developing country,” and eventually led to the successful launch of two satellites, Ziyuan1 in October 1999, and Ziyuan-2 in September 2000.215 The CBERS project was an effort to: Use advanced space remote sensing techniques to inventory, develop, manage, and monitor the Chinese and Brazilian Earth resources in agriculture, forestry, geology, hydrology, geography, cartography, meteorology, and environment, etc. [as well as] promotion [sic] of the development and application of space remote sensing and space technology in China and Brazil.216

Brazil saw additional benefits from this new relationship with China. First, the CBERS program offered a cheaper alternative to its original plan to build four satellites under the Brazilian Complete Mission (MECB). Given budgetary constraints, teaming on a joint project could help stretch scarce space program dollars out even further. China also benefited for this reason as well, especially since its own indigenous capability and its “services and operations in the field of meteorology, navigation, and remote sensing were essentially dependent on foreign satellites”.217 For part of this program, China turned to England for assistance. Audrey Nice, a spokesperson for the University of Surrey, stated that “[CBERS] was built under a know-how transfer and training program between the UK and China”.218 The CBERS project also involved “ten Chinese engineers and scientists spending a full year at the Surrey Space Centre in England, working with British engineers on the design, construction, and test of the payload. British experts also installed a Space Mission Control ground station at Qinghua University in Beijing”.219

Currently, the CBERS program has successfully launched three satellites, with an agreement to launch two more through 2013. It is considered part of the world’s main Earth-observation satellite constellations, comparable to the “U.S. LANDSAT, French SPOT, and the Indian ResourceSat”.220

Recently, China has pursued greater relations with Venezuela centered on oil imports and national defense issues. Venezuela stands out as the “most prominent example” of the “leftist, anti-American governments” in the region.221 Venezuelan President Chavez notes his country has “100 satellite technicians training in China…radars, tracking stations, and air defenses are being installed right now”.222 The satellite, officially called the VENESAT-1, but also named the “Simon Bolivar” after the South American revolutionary hero, will be used for “government and military communications and to give remote parts of the country access to telephones and the Internet.”223 The VENESAT-1 marks China’s “first contract for satellite manufacturing and launch service for a Latin American country”.224 Nuris Orihuela, Venezuelan Vice Minister of Science and Technology, confirmed that there will actually be 90 technicians who will be working on the satellite, to include “30 [specialists] who will carry out special studies in China”.225

Although VENESAT-1 was successfully launched from China’s Xichang Satellite Launch Center on October 30, 2008 (watched by millions of Venezuelans), it had to first undergo several months of testing before being declared fully operational. Finally, on January 24, 2009, in a ceremony “held in one of the satellite’s mainland stations in the town of El Combrero, it was officially handed off to Venezuelan satellite control operators,” enabling Venezuela to become only the fourth nation in Latin America with any capability in satellite communications.226

Now that the satellite is operational, President Chavez’s $406 million-dollar investment seems to be stirring up considerable enthusiasm for future space-based applications, to include:

• Expanding the reach of the Caracas-based Telesur television network;

• Bringing telecommunications to remote and rugged areas of southeastern Venezuela where standard landlines are expensive and difficult to operate; and

• Bringing “tele-medicine” and “tele-education” to remote areas, especially the Warao Indians in the Orinoco river basin.227

Socorro Hernandez, Minister of Telecommunications and Information, said that “during the first year of its operation [VENESAT-1] will focus on domestic needs. This includes over 100 towns that have poor or no access to basic telephone services”.228 Uruguay, although coming late to the project, provided approximately ten percent of the overall $241-million project cost.229 It will likely be able to access a proportional number of transponders for its domestic communication requirements. More importantly, however, it also “traded” its orbit slot at 78 degrees west to gain satellite access, which allows for “north-south coverage from southern Mexico to Chile and Argentina, and eastwest coverage from Brasilia, Brazil, to well past Lima, Peru, in the Pacific Ocean”.230

Venezuela recently asked China for assistance to obtain imagery capability after it failed to buy its way into the Israeli-led ImageSat program. Though details are currently sketchy, it appears that China will launch an Earth-observation satellite for them sometime in 2013, giving Venezuela its first-ever organic capability of direct-downlinked imagery from space.231

More recently, China has pursued relations with Bolivia to create a space agency to manage and execute a satellite project of Chinese companies to improve communications in the country. In October 2009, the Bolivian government, China's Great Wall Industry Corporation and the International Telecommunication Union signed a memorandum to construct and set a satellite in orbit. Bolivia is investing some 300 million U.S. dollars in this project.232

link: africa 

Major Chinese-African cooperation 
Chambers 9, Major, United States Air Force B.A., Chinese Language & Literature M.S., Strategic Intelligence, Joint Military Intelligence College, (Rob, “ CHINA’S SPACE PROGRAM: A NEW TOOL FOR PRC “SOFT POWER” IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS?”  Master’s Thesis, March, http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2009/Mar/09Mar_Chambers.pdf) 

 China, in what some analysts have viewed as both a display of soft power as well as natural resource diplomacy, negotiated a deal with Nigeria to build, launch, and operate a communications satellite. The Japan-based East Asian Strategic Review 2008 cited this project as an example of “China’s exploitation of space activities as a diplomatic tool”.234 Ahmed Rufai, CEO of Nigerian Communication Satellite Ltd., said that after Nigeria put the project up for international bidding in April 2004, “21 bids arrived from major aerospace companies, but nearly all of failed to meet a key requirement: a significant financial package”.235 China generously loaned Nigeria most of the money for the project, likely banking on the fact that Nigeria’s rich oil deposits will serve as collateral. With a successful satellite launch on May 14, 2007, there are now talks of a possible follow-on satellite to help Nigeria break into the “digital world dominated by the West”.236 Xu Jianguo, Chinese ambassador to Nigeria commented that this launch will serve to, “[enhance] mutual political trust, and economic and trade relations”.237 Rufai hopes to improve Nigeria’s “communication quality, including Internet services,” and is “actively working with its Chinese partners to prepare NIGCOMSAT-2 and NIGCOMSAT-3”.238

China’s space endeavors in Nigeria have endured some criticism, though. Kayode Fayemi, who leads the Nigerian policy think tank, the Center for Democracy and Development, stated that, “It looks like what could be a white elephant. In the scale of preference, this [space program] doesn’t qualify as the most-needed project”.239 A space program in a country where there is still much poverty, lack of basic infrastructure (e.g. running water, electricity, paved roads) appears to be misdirected government spending. But given the upward momentum in space-related activity and talk of future satellites to come on board, it seems like the Sino-Nigeria space cooperation will continue for some time to come, despite serious domestic political challenges.240

One unexpected challenge to this promising relationship occurred last November, when the NIGCOMSAT-1 had a malfunction.241 Nigerian Communications Satellite Limited, which is responsible for satellite TT&C, issued a statement saying, “NIGCOMSAT-1 is not missing, but rather powered down. When we observed abnormal battery discharge in a non-eclipse situation. The satellite was put into an emergency mode operation in order to effect mitigation and repairs”.242 After further analysis was done, it was moved into a permanent parking orbit and was determined to be beyond recovery.243 People are first agitating for a quicker delivery for the follow-on NIGCOMSATs-2 and -3, since the satellite was supposed to last for 15 years, and was to provide not only “phone, broadband Internet and broadcasting services to rural Africa,” but also was used for “intelligence, security surveillance and other sectors such as the oil and gas industry”.244 Given the relatively recent timing of this event, it may be premature to assess whether this malfunction with ties back to China will have a negative impact on Beijing’s future satellite business. The same satellite design was sold, built, and launched for Venezuela and was recently handed over in January 2009. Perhaps the successful VENESAT-1 project will help allay concerns over the NIGCOMSAT-1 failure and minimize any impact to China’s standing in the commercial space arena.

Politically, the NIGCOMSAT project still has support thus far despite the failure. The Nigerian House of Representative’s Committee on Science and Technology recently concluded a two-day public hearing concerning the loss of NIGCOMAT-1. Despite having initial doubts about spending money on new space projects, both expert testimony and “a clause committing them [China Great Wall Industry Corporation] to replace the satellite in the event of failure” seemed to have carried enough weight in order to help pass a resolution asking for “more communication satellites…to strengthen Nigeria’s participation in space exploration”.245 

link: asia 

Key Chinese leadership in Asia 
Chambers 9, Major, United States Air Force B.A., Chinese Language & Literature M.S., Strategic Intelligence, Joint Military Intelligence College, (Rob, “ CHINA’S SPACE PROGRAM: A NEW TOOL FOR PRC “SOFT POWER” IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS?”  Master’s Thesis, March, http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2009/Mar/09Mar_Chambers.pdf) 


 One of the current problems facing the Asian region, which was highlighted in a recent conference on “Collective Security in Space: Asian Perspectives on Acceptable Approaches,” is the “lack [of] any regional consensus on space security”.246 There have been attempts at trying to consolidate some kind of space-focused space forum in Asia, starting with the Asia-Pacific Multilateral Cooperation in Space Technology and Applications (AP-MCSTA). AP-MCSTA was born from a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between China, Pakistan, and Thailand in February, 1992, with the hopes of achieving greater cooperation in the region. Per its official website: [Viewing] the immense potential of space technology and its spin-off benefits in the socio-economic uplift of the countries resulting in the transformation of quality of life of the society as a whole, and in order to pursue and to strengthen the multilateral cooperation among the countries of the Asia-Pacific Region in the peaceful applications of Space Science and Space Technology [establish AP-MCSTA].247

At the initial AP-MCSTA workshop in Beijing, China, over “120 government officials, decision-makers, experts and scholars…from 16 countries including mainly Australia, China, Pakistan, India, Indonesia, Japan, Republic of Korea, Thailand and other Asia-Pacific countries and international organizations” participated and decided to establish a Liaison Committee with China serving as its coordinator.248 The Liaison Committee was established in 1994, and a Preparatory Committee for an Asia-Pacific Space Cooperation Mechanism and a Secretariat were established in 1999, both in China. During that interim five-year period and leading up to 2003, seven more AP-MCSTA conferences were held in Thailand, Pakistan, Republic of Korea, Bahrain, Iran, China, and Thailand, and all participating nations “unanimously recommended to speed up the process of institutionalization of the Cooperation Mechanism”.249 Finally on October 28, 2005, eight nations signed the Asia-Pacific Space Cooperation Organization (APSCO) Convention.250

China, by leading the initial discussion in 1992 to establish the MoU and then to host several more conferences to discuss the AP-MCSTA goals, then to serve as the coordinating nation for the AP-MCSTA Liaison Committee and Secretariat, and then offer to host the headquarters for APSCO, has firmly established itself as a leader of space-related matters in Asia. Its forward-leaning presence and foresight to take the reins in the formation, coordination, and sponsorship of an Asian-focused space organization will likely translate to an increase in soft power and prestige throughout the region. As part of his address to the 59th International Astronautical Congress held in Glasgow in October, 2008, Sun Laiyan proudly declared that “China was prepared to lead the APSCO”.251

Before APSCO fully came online in 2005, Beijing also started a separate project titled the “Cooperation in Small Multi-Mission Satellite (SMMS) and Other Related Activities” in April, 1998, with Iran, the Republic of (North) Korea, Mongolia, Pakistan, as well as Thailand.252 The SMMS concept is built around a “three-axis stabilized small multi-mission satellite platform [that] will support many kinds of payloads [to include a] multi-spectral CCD camera and hyper-spectrum imager that performs Earth observation, Ka-band communication experiment equipment, data collection and store and forward data transmission (DCS/SAF) and middle ultraviolet backscatter radiometer to do space science research”.253 Zhang Nu, one of the lead Chinese engineers working on the SMMS project commented, “We want the program to be a model for space cooperation in the Asia-Pacific region”.254 Despite being touted as being used for purely civilian purposes, especially in the areas of environmental and disaster monitoring, some people are concerned about the growth of space-imaging capability among so many nations, and to what extent the SMMS might enhance Iran’s “military reconnaissance capability”.255

China has also pushed its space agenda into the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN), which by original design is more of an economic forum than one for space issues, and does not include China. Using the AP-MCSTA as top cover, China organized a “China-ASEAN Training Course on Applications of Satellite RemoteSensing and Satellite Communication Technologies in Disaster Reduction” for nine ASEAN countries.256 Sponsored by the China-ASEAN Cooperation Fund, the 13-day training covered a series of topics:

• Enhance the capacity of ASEAN Member Countries in applying satellite remote-sensing and satellite communication technologies in disaster reduction;

• Facilitate the role of these technologies in the practice of disaster reduction; and

• Promote the cooperation between China and ASEAN Member Countries in disaster reduction using space technology.257

Given the apparent success of this project, it is likely that other training courses or space-based educational opportunities will arise with China as a leading organizer, sponsor, or participant. China’s continual investment in training foreign students in space applications and sharing space-derived data has huge soft power potential, such as the Thai students who trained on remote sensing applications through China’s “Master Program on Space Technology and Applications” and can now take full advantage of their own Thailand Earth Observation Satellite (THEOS).258 China is also sharing data with Myanmar so it can “better monitor opium cultivation within its borders,” as well as weather data, which is “still being used by several Asian countries including Laos, Philippines, Vietnam, Indonesia, and Thailand as well as other South and Central Asian countries”.259 As fellow APSCO members Thailand and Indonesia have now launched their own satellites by other nations, APSCO, “with China as its leader…has a good chance of becoming very successful [organization]”.260

China solidified its position as an end-to-end satellite service provider when it concluded a deal with Pakistan in October 2008 to build and launch a telecommunication satellite. During a state visit in Beijing, newly elected Pakistan President Asif Ali Zardari negotiated a deal with Chinese President Hu Jintao for the Paksat-1R, which will provide “domestic telecommunication and broadcast services” for Pakistan sometime in 2011.261 Thus, Pakistan has now joined Nigeria and Venezuela as countries for which China has provided “cradle to grave” space-based telecommunication services. 

link: united nations

Chinese UN presence on space key to soft power development 
Chambers 9, Major, United States Air Force B.A., Chinese Language & Literature M.S., Strategic Intelligence, Joint Military Intelligence College, (Rob, “ CHINA’S SPACE PROGRAM: A NEW TOOL FOR PRC “SOFT POWER” IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS?”  Master’s Thesis, March, http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2009/Mar/09Mar_Chambers.pdf) 


 China’s 2000 White Paper on its space activities proudly declares that China “supports strengthening the function of the United Nations Office of Outer Space Affairs (OOSA) and supports the outer space application programs of the United Nations”.262 It also starts out the section on “International Cooperation” with: The Chinese government holds that international space cooperation should follow the fundamental principles listed in the “Deceleration [sic] on International Cooperation on Exploring and Utilizing Outer Space for the Benefits and Interests of All Countries, Especially in Consideration of Developing Countries’ Demands,” which was approved by the 51st General Assembly of the United Nations in 1996.263

The idea that all international space cooperation and activities should follow U.N. guidelines is continued in the 2006 version, which states that China “supports activities regarding the peaceful use of outer space within the framework of the United Nations”.264 On the surface, it seems like there are noble intentions behind their statements. Digging deeper, it is more likely that China would like to use the U.N. as a counterweight to U.S. space hegemony and ideally, use the U.N. “Prevention of Arms Race in Outer Space” (PAROS) and Conference on Disarmament (CD) to gently nudge Washington away from developing space weapons. Dean Cheng furthers this idea by stating: Thus, unlike the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), [where] China perceived itself as subject to rules it had had no hand in formulating. Beijing has sought a seat at the table on space issues, in order to help establish the fundamental “rules of the road.” In essence, China is intent on being a full participant in determining the international terms and conditions for space operations.265

Since joining the United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (U.N. COPUOS) in 1980, as well as participating in the U.N.-sponsored Regional Space Application Programme (RESAP), China has maintained a presence in all space-related agencies within the U.N. It has supported both the 2000 U.N. General Assembly’s resolution for PAROS and the 2003 resolution calling for “negotiations toward preventing an arms race in space”.266 With America standing out as the only nation voting against both resolutions, China “…has taken advantage of that [opposing] stance [by the United States]” and is undercutting U.S. soft power. The U.N. venue not only gives China “positive public relations exposure” but also “offers China considerable negotiating leverage with a low risk of being held to task for potential follow-through”.267 Thus, it appears that China is in the mainstream of global opinion while Washington is isolated and opposing the majority.

During the 1999 CD in Geneva, China tried to further its space agenda by calling for “…a special committee for developing a treaty against space weaponization”.268 Over the subsequent years, it has followed that by submitting more working papers on “Possible Elements for a Future International Legal Agreement on the Prevention of the Deployment of Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects”.269 In addition to offering a similar proposal at the March 2007 meeting of U.N. COPUOS by Chinese Ambassador Tang Guoqiang, China joined forces with Russia and offered another draft space treaty on February 12, 2008, to the U.N. CD.270 While nothing in the language of the draft treaty appeared to be terribly inflammatory towards America, the U.S. response to the treaty was a scathing eight-page analysis that called the Sino-Russian effort “vague,” a “significant departure” from a previous 2002 working paper, and seemed intended only to limit U.S. weapons in space (or the proposed U.S. National Missile Defense program), while allowing China or Russia’s ground-based antisatellite programs.271 Some analysts feel these efforts were deliberately targeting the United States, since China “needs to place a check, even if limited, on the further expansion of those capabilities” and that this proposed ban “may just be an expediency designed to contain the United States”.272

link: asteroid detection

Stone 8, (Richard, “Preparing for Doomsday,” Science 7 March Vol. 319 no. 5868 pp. 1326-1329 http://www.sciencemag.org/content/319/5868/1326.full) 

 TIESHAN TEMPLE NATIONAL FOREST, CHINA—In the control room of XuYi Observatory, Zhao Haibin sits at a computer and loads the night sky over Jiangsu Province. A faint white dot streaks across a backdrop of pulsating stars. “That's a satellite,” Zhao says. Elsewhere on the screen, a larger white dot lumbers from east to west. It's a main-belt asteroid, circling the sun between Mars and Jupiter.

On a ridge in this quiet, dark corner of southeastern China, about 100 kilometers northwest of Nanjing, XuYi's new 1-meter telescope espies a few dozen asteroids on a good night. Most are known to science. But since China's first telescope dedicated to asteroid detection saw first light early last year, Zhao's team has discovered more than 300 asteroids, including a near-Earth object (NEO), the class of asteroids and comets that could smash into our planet, if fate would have it.

China's asteroid hunters are the latest participants in a painstaking global effort to catalog NEOs. Close encounters with asteroids in recent years—and comet Shoemaker-Levy's spectacular death plunge into Jupiter in 1994—have spurred efforts to find the riskiest NEOs before they blindside us. Tracking potentially hazardous objects—NEOs passing within 0.05 astronomical units, or 7.5 million kilometers, of Earth's orbit—is essential for any attempt to deflect an incoming rock.

The first test of our planet's defenses could be Apophis, an asteroid the size of a sports arena that made the world sweat for a few days in December 2004, when calculations suggested as great as a 1 in 37 chance of an impact in 2029. Although further data ruled out that day of reckoning, another could be looming. In April 2029, Apophis will pass a mere 36,350 kilometers from Earth, inside the orbits of geostationary satellites. If it enters a keyhole—a corridor of space barely wider than the asteroid itself where gravitational forces would give it a tug—it will end up on a trajectory that would assure a collision 7 years later: on 13 April 2036, Easter Sunday. The odds of Apophis threading the needle are currently 1 in 45,000—but dozens of factors influence asteroid orbits. Researchers will get a better look during Apophis's next appearance in our neighborhood in 2012.

By then, a powerful new telescope for detecting asteroids and comets—the Panoramic Survey Telescope and Rapid Response System (Pan-STARRS), expected to be up and running by summer—should have unmasked thousands more NEOs. An even grander project, the 8.4-meter Large Synoptic Survey Telescope (LSST), is expected to be operational in 2014.

The anticipated bumper crop of NEOs confronts society with urgent questions. In the next several years, with increasing rapidity, Pan-STARRS and its ilk will discover potentially dangerous NEOs. Currently, 168 NEOs have a chance of striking Earth in the next century, although the odds are minuscule. By 2018, the risky rock roster could swell more than 100-fold. Additional observations will allow astronomers to refine orbits, and in most cases, rule out a threat. For that reason, astronomers are debating when the public should be alerted to hazards, to minimize false alarms.

Eventually, an asteroid with our name on it will come into focus, forcing an unprecedented decision: whether to risk an interdiction effort. “The very concept of being able to slightly alter the workings of the cosmos to enhance the survival of life on Earth is staggeringly bold,” says Russell Schweickart, chair of the B612 Foundation, a Sonoma, California, nonprofit that lobbies for NEO deflection strategies. We have the means to deflect an asteroid—indeed, “it's really the only natural hazard that we can possibly prevent,” says NEO specialist David Morrison, an astrobiologist at NASA's Ames Research Center in Mountain View, California.

There is one “fatal missing element,” says Schweickart, who in 1969 piloted the lunar module for the Apollo 9 mission: “There is no agency in the world charged with protecting the Earth against NEO impacts.” He and others hope to change that.

Wake-up calls

Like any natural disaster, impacts occur periodically; gargantuan impacts are so rare that their frequency is hard to fathom. Every 100 million years or so, an asteroid or a comet a few kilometers or more in width—a titan like the rock thought to have wiped out the dinosaurs 65 million years ago—smacks Earth. “This is not just getting hit and killed,” says Edward Lu, a former astronaut who now works for Google. “You're on the other side of the Earth and the atmosphere turns 500° hotter. Lights out.”

Reassuringly, no doomsday asteroid identified thus far is on track to intersect Earth's orbit in the next century. Less reassuring, an unobserved, long-period comet from the Oort cloud could swoop in with little warning. Although the odds of this happening in anyone's lifetime are on the order of winning the Powerball lottery, a megaimpact's annualized fatality rate is likely to rival those of earthquakes or tsunamis, says Clark Chapman, an astronomer at the Southwest Research Institute in Boulder, Colorado.

Near-Earth asteroids tens to hundreds of meters in diameter are far more numerous— there may be as many as 3 million in the solar system—and they cross Earth's path more frequently. The iconic Meteor Crater in northern Arizona was gouged by a 50-meter-wide hunk of iron and nickel 50,000 years ago. In 1908, a fireball scorched and flattened trees over 2100 square kilometers of taiga in Siberia's Tunguska region—the devastating footprint, many experts say, of a modest asteroid that exploded in midair.

Recent supercomputer modeling has downsized the Tunguska rock. An asteroid just a few dozen meters wide, fragmenting explosively with a yield of 3 to 5 megatons—a fraction of earlier estimates—could have done the trick, Mark Boslough and David Crawford of Sandia National Laboratories in Albuquerque, New Mexico, report in an article in press in the International Journal of Impact Engineering. If this is correct, the expected frequency of Tunguska-sized impacts changes from once every couple of millennia to once every couple of centuries. “Smaller objects may do more damage than we used to think,” says Chapman.

Today the impact threat may seem obvious, but for decades it was largely ignored. Aerodynamicist Anatoly Zaitsev, director general of the Planetary Defense Center in Moscow, sounded the alarm in a landmark report delivered to Soviet leaders in 1986. “They just laughed,” he says. Then on 22 March 1989, an asteroid several hundred meters across whizzed by Earth at about twice the distance to the moon; astronomers didn't spot Asclepius until it had already passed.

Asclepius was a shot across the bow, prompting the U.S. Congress to query NASA about whether the agency had a plan for the next killer asteroid. A parade of committees followed, after which Congress in 1998 ordered NASA to tally and track at least 90% of NEOs that are more than 1 kilometer wide. NASA launched the Spaceguard Survey, named after a survey in Arthur C. Clarke's 1972 novel Rendezvous with Rama. To date, Spaceguard and other efforts have identified more than 700 of an estimated 1000 or so NEOs in this category. Then in 2005, Congress called on NASA to expand the search by 2020 to cover 90% of NEOs at least 140 meters in diameter—the approximate minimum size to damage an area at least as large as a state or seaboard. NASA expects Spaceguard II to spot 21,000 potentially hazardous NEOs and forecasts a 1-in-100 chance that such a rock will hit Earth in the next 50 years.

The uncertainties are huge. Main-belt asteroids can knock into each other, turning a benign rock into a malignant projectile. And with only a fraction of NEOs having been identified so far, what we don't know can hurt us. Astronomer Brian Marsden, director emeritus of the International Astronomical Union's Minor Planet Center, the clearinghouse for asteroid and comet orbits, figuratively sums up the situation: “The ones to worry about are those that were discovered yesterday and have a very high probability of hitting us the day after tomorrow. Those, plus the ones we've never even seen yet!”

Drawing a bead

Night has fallen on an early December evening near Tieshan Temple, which, according to local lore, was the home of China's first monk. The sky above the national forest is pitch-black but overcast. On nights like this, asteroid hunters know how to kill time. In a chilly, cigarette smoke-filled lounge down the hall from XuYi's control room, Zhao and his colleagues play cards and sip from tall, clear plastic bottles packed with green tea leaves, hoping that the weather forecast is wrong and the skies will clear.

Zhao has worked at Purple Mountain Observatory, which operates XuYi, since graduating from Nanjing University in 1996. He has a comet named after him, but his biggest thrill came last spring, when he found an NEO.

On most nights, the telescope is pointed away from the sun, toward main-belt asteroids outside Earth's orbit. More elusive objects between Earth and the sun can be discerned in the right conditions. With a clear sky and a new moon, just after nightfall or before sunrise, Zhao aims the telescope at a 60° angle to the sun, where faint NEOs, like a crescent or gibbous moon, reflect sunlight in phases. During the telescope's first year, his team got fewer than a dozen opportunities to gaze sunward. One was 7 May, when they scored their NEO.

Tonight, just after midnight, the clouds have dispersed enough for viewing. Zhao's team swings into action, pointing the telescope at a 2-degree-square patch of sky. As dawn breaks, they will e-mail the data to Purple Mountain's Nanjing headquarters for analysis.

Zhao's team is working fast to stake NEO claims before Pan-STARRS, the first Spaceguard II facility, starts gobbling up the heavens. The telescope on Mount Haleakala on Maui Island, Hawaii, has a charge-coupled device camera with 1.4 billion pixels—the highest resolution in the world—that acquires images every 30 seconds. 
at: uniqueness outweighs the link

Chinese soft power’s vulnerable 
deLisle 10, director of the Asia Program at FPRI, the Stephen A. Cozen Professor of Law and professor of political science, University of Pennsylvania, (Jacques, “Soft Power in a Hard Place: China, Taiwan, Cross-Strait Relations and U.S. Policy,” Fall, http://www.fpri.org/orbis/5404/delisle.chinataiwan.pdf) 

 Third, key types of Chinese soft power resources remain thin. As many analysts at home and abroad have noted, China’s political institutions and official values do not enjoy broad appeal, nor does China’s record on social equity, the environment, international human rights and other matters.66 The international relevance, content and even existence of a China Model for development are as much foci of debate as they are rich sources of soft power that can alter foreigners’ attitudes and preferences in ways that serve Chinese interests. China’s soft power remains heavily statist, lacking the popular culture, commercial and civil society dimensions that provide much of the might of American soft power.67 A slowing of China’s growth rate or rise in its perceived collateral costs is far from unimaginable and would dim the luster of the China Model. Even continued success could sap soft power as a more prosperous China would become, like Taiwan, seemingly less relevant to the developing world. 

at: chinese econ alt cause

Chinese are afraid of pushing econ-based soft power
deLisle 10, director of the Asia Program at FPRI, the Stephen A. Cozen Professor of Law and professor of political science, University of Pennsylvania, (Jacques, “Soft Power in a Hard Place: China, Taiwan, Cross-Strait Relations and U.S. Policy,” Fall, http://www.fpri.org/orbis/5404/delisle.chinataiwan.pdf) 

 This element of Chinese soft power is also limited and problematic. Official China and many policy intellectuals have been wary of touting the notion of a ‘‘Chinese Model’’ and, even more so, a ‘‘Beijing Consensus.’’ The reticence partly reflects soft power calculations. Emphasizing China’s stellar progress is in tension with Beijing’s reduced but persisting agenda of asserting solidarity with poor nations. More broadly, Deng Xiaoping’s admonition to lay low still echoes powerfully in Chinese policy circles and cautions against anything that underscores China’s success, draws foreign attention to the hard power potential it brings, and suggests that China sees itself as a challenger to the United States and the ‘‘Washington Consensus.’’ Policy intellectuals, regime advisers and, surely, top leaders themselves worry that touting a ‘‘China Model’’ or the ‘‘Beijing Consensus’’ feeds into the notion of a ‘‘G2’’ duopoly centered on the PRC and the United States. There is danger for China, and perhaps cold comfort for Taiwan, in that China’s rise to a perceived ‘‘development model’’ and, by some lights, near-equality with the United States reinforces fear of Chinese domination among China’s neighbors and greater skepticism about Chinese motives in the United States.

Many Chinese policy analysts and advocates are concerned that a too robust notion of a Chinese model ultimately may undermine the economic success-based component of Chinese soft power. Attempts to imitate a ‘‘Chinese Model’’ may well fail in many developing countries for many reasons, including: the distillation of the wrong definitive elements of a ‘‘model’’ from China’s complex experience; the absence of elements vital to China’s success—ranging from cultural attitudes to state capacity to human capital to potential economies of scale—in would-be imitator states; and the inefficacy of policies derived from China’s earlier experience when applied in very different national conditions and international circumstances. If expectations run too high and if a relatively specific ‘‘China Model’’ is implemented and falls short, this risks diminishing China’s soft power. In keeping with such concerns, many Chinese discussions of a China Model or lessons for foreigners from China’s Reform-Era development experience have stressed pluralism and eclecticism—that what China’s success fundamentally teaches is pragmatism and experimentalism and that each country must find and follow its own path.22 Whatever the wisdom of such arguments, they do cut against the growth of soft power that might flow from a more holy grail-like or blueprintlike China Model for economic development. 
***Impacts 

2nc impact: taiwan war
MULTILATERAL CHINA IS KEY TO PREVENTING TAIWANESE INDEPENDENCE.

GILL AND HUANG, 6(Bates, Freeman Chair in China Studies, Center for Strategic and International Studies, and Yanzhong, Director, Center for Global Health Studies at Whitehead School of Diplomacy, “Sources and limits of Chinese 'soft power'” Survival, 48:2, June)

A most intriguing example of China's soft power can be seen in its relations with Taiwan. In 2005, China launched a charm offensive against the politicians and people in the island by inviting opposition party leaders to visit the mainland, extending tuition benefits to Taiwanese studying at mainland universities, and, through a zero-tariff policy on imports of Taiwan's fruit, offering export incentive perks to farmers in the south of Taiwan (traditionally a pro-Taiwan independence stronghold). This 'hearts-and-minds' policy not only aims to reduce the perception of military threat from China, but also gives the Chinese government leverage to exercise influence in Taiwan's political culture and society, and politically marginalise Taiwan's independence-oriented president, Chen Shui-bian. In part as a result of Beijing's manoeuvres in recent years - and Chen's increasingly frustrated but worrisome responses - the possibility for Taiwan independence seems more distant and difficult. Chen Shiubian has increasingly alienated American supporters in Washington who do not appreciate what they see as his provocative political stance on cross-Strait issues. In the meantime, some 1 million, or about 5%, of the Taiwan population lives and works in China, and Taiwan business has invested more than $100bn on the mainland.

Impact is US-Sino nuclear war 
HSIUNG, 1 (James, Professor of Politics and International Law at NYU, 21st Century World Order and the Asia Pacific, p. 359-360)

Admittedly, it is harmless for an analyst like Lind to be so oblivious of lessons from the past and of the reasons behind both the dogs barking and not barking. But decision-makers cannot afford such luxury. Lee Kuan Yew, Singapore’s Senior Minister, issued a grave warning presumably directed at all government leaders, including the United States, that the Taiwan powder keg could ignite a conflagration that will engulf the entire region. It might even embroil the United States in a nuclear holocaust that nobody wants. Oftentimes, well-meaning analysts raise the question whether China, with its present military capability and modest defense expenditures (about U.S. $15 billion annually), can or cannot take Taiwan by force. But this is the wrong question to pose. As the late patriarch Deng Xiapoing put it, “We’d rather have it proven that we tried but failed [to stop it] even by force, than be accused [by our disgruntled compatriots and posterity] of not trying to stop Taiwan from going independent.” Earlier, I raised the issue of stability within the U.S.-China-Japan triad, precisely with the U.S.-Japan alliance in view. Apparently, many in Japan have apprehensions about the stability. Japanese Nobel laureate (for literature) Ohe Kenzaburo, for instance, once told a pen pal that he was fearful of the outcome of a conflict between the United States and China over the question of Taiwan. Because of its alliance relationship, Japan would be embroiled in a conflict that it did not choose and that might escalate into a nuclear holocaust. From the ashes of such a nuclear conflict, he figured, some form of life may still be found in the combatant nuclear giants, China and the United States. But, Kenaburo rued, there would be absolutely nothing left in Japan or Taiwan in the conflict’s wake. By now, I hope it is clear why stability in the U.S.-China-Japan triadic relationship is a sine qua non for geopolitical peace in the Asia Pacific region.

2nc impact: free trade
Chinese leadership key to free trade – partnership with developing countries 
KURLANTZICK 5, (Joshua, visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment’s China Program, The New Republic, “How China is changing Global Democracy,” 6/27, http://www.cerium.ca/article1267.html)

As it develops, China has several key interests in the world. Because of China’s booming economy and lack of domestic resources, securing stable supplies of oil, natural gas, and other natural resources—as well as safe passage for these resources—is of primary interest to Beijing. Second, as China’s leading companies continue to grow and improve the quality of their products, Beijing clearly needs access to foreign markets. Less obviously, but no less significantly, China seeks to demonstrate that it is an international power, worthy of the same respect as the United States and capable of projecting enough power to limit U.S. intentions in Asia and other parts of the developing world. And, perhaps most important, Beijing wants to bring its own socioeconomic and political models to other developing countries, just as the United States historically has been committed to—at least rhetorically—the spread of democracy. Beijing is pursuing these interests through a two-pronged strategy. On the one hand, China appears to be building a string of alliances across the globe with nations shunned by the United States—nations like Venezuela, Iran, Sudan, Burma, and Zimbabwe. At the same time, China appears to be wooing non-rogue developing nations—both democracies like Brazil and stable pseudo-authoritarian states like Malaysia. Beijing does so by championing a vision of international relations centered on national sovereignty—one that contrasts sharply with recent U.S. doctrine, by leveraging China’s economic successes to win over foreign leaders and by using Chinese soft power to win hearts and minds even in places like Australia, once considered firm American allies. China’s rise may have significant positive effects. As China takes on a larger role in the world, it may come to assume a large role in peacekeeping, global aid disbursements, and other responsibilities currently handled by the United States and other wealthy nations. China even contributed funding to elections in Iraq. Because it straddles both the rich and the poor world, China could also help mediate between developed and developing countries at institutions like the World Trade Organization  (WTO).

THE IMPACT IS NUCLEAR WAR.

SPICER, 96 (Michael, former member of British Parliament, The Challenge from the East and the Rebirth of the West, p. 121)

The choice facing the West today is much the same as that which faced the Soviet bloc after World War II: between meeting head-on the challenge of world trade with the adjustments and the benefits that it will bring, or of attempting to shut out markets that are growing and where a dynamic new pace is being set for innovative production.  The problem about the second approach is not simply that it won't hold: satellite technology alone will ensure that he consumers will begin to demand those goods that the East is able to provide most cheaply.  More fundamentally, it will guarantee the emergence of a fragmented world in which natural fears will be fanned and inflamed.  A world divided into rigid trade blocs will be a deeply troubled and unstable place in which suspicion and ultimately envy will possibly erupt into a major war.  I do not say that the converse will necessarily be true, that in a free trading world there will be an absence of all strife.  Such a proposition would manifestly be absurd.  But to trade is to become interdependent, and that is a good step in the direction of world stability. With nuclear weapons at two a penny, stability will be at a premium in the years ahead.

exts – key to free trade
Chinese soft power’s key to free trade 
GILLBOY, 4 (George, research affiliate at the Center for International Studies at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “The Myth Behind China’s Miracle,” Foreign Affairs, Jul/Aug, 83:4)

As an open economy and a large importing count, China could be an ally of the United States in many areas of global trade and finance. Already, Beijing has displayed a willingness to play by WTO rules. It has charged Japan and South Korea with unfair trade practices--markets the United States has also long sought to crack open. China initiated 10 antidumping investigations in 2002 on products with import value of more than $7 billion, and another 20 investigations in 2003. China is now a leading promoter of regional trade and investment regimes, including a free trade zone with ASEAN and a bilateral free trade agreement with Australia, one of the United States' closest allies in the Pacific region. Already, Beijing's proposals on regional economic cooperation seem far more relevant to most Asian nations than do Washington's.

exts – solves north korea 
China’s key to solve North Korea 
Liu 7 (Melinda, 2/08, Newsweek. “Can China Play Hardball Diplomacy?”  http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/17051760/site/newsweek/print/1/displaymode/1098)

Once again Beijing is swarming with diplomatic motorcades, convoys of sleek black sedans fluttering flags and getting special treatment from traffic police. The occasion:  a new round of the Six-Party Talks aimed at defusing the North Korean nuclear crisis. Never before in the history of discussions, which began three years ago, have they triggered such palpable optimism. These great expectations are based on promising developments—such as a bilateral U.S.-North Korea meeting in Berlin recently to discuss Washington’s crackdown on Pyongyang’s financial transactions—that followed North Korea’s first nuclear test late last year. Are the negotiators on the verge of a breakthrough? Certainly there’s much riding on the outcome of the meetings here. When the six nations’ special envoys venture out of their limousines, a crush of foreign reporters films their every movement and hangs on their every word. U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs Christopher Hill predicted “hard bargaining” in coming days, and some see the talks as so critical that Pyongyang might threaten to conduct a second nuke test should they break down.  One way or another, this is a pivotal moment. Japanese envoy Kenichiro Sasae says the current round could be a “watershed.”While the negotiators in Beijing prepared to discuss the future of Northeast Asia, half a world away yet more shiny black cars with fluttering flags were carrying Chinese President Hu Jintao and his entourage on the last leg of an historic eight-nation African tour. This, too, is seen as a turning point in Chinese diplomacy. Critics contend that Beijing’s booming appetite for energy and other natural resources has propped up cruel dictators and plundered less-developed nations of oil and other commodities. On his trip, Hu denied China was becoming a neocolonialist power, evoking the fact that "Chinese people were subjected to colonial aggression and oppression by foreign powers" in the past. And during a visit to Sudan—China’s fourth largest global supplier of oil—Hu went further than he’s ever gone to try to tell his Sudanese counterpart, Omar Hassan al-Bashir, to do the right thing. Hu stressed that the four-year conflict in Darfur should now be resolved through greater United Nations involvement, through support for the U.N.’s “constructive role in realizing peace in Darfur.” The surprising thing is not that people see China as a rising international power—or even that it’s starting to act like one. In recent years Beijing has come out of its shell, displaying its “soft power” and dispatching legions of smiling diplomats (not to mention business delegations) to virtually every corner of the globe. But now the moment of truth is approaching: a big power has big responsibilities, and it can’t always be warm and cuddly when it tries to carry them out. Does China have what it takes to be tough? Beijing has found itself entwined in close trade and political relationships with a hit parade of unsavory leaders. Hu’s recent odyssey to Africa—where 2006 trade with China mushroomed 30 percent for the fifth consecutive year—highlighted his country’s ties to Sudan’s Bashir (for whom the Chinese will build a new $17 million presidential palace) and Zimbabwe’s Robert Mugabe. Closer to home, Beijing is the single most important foreign partner for the ruthless Burmese junta and the erratic North Korean strongman Kim Jong Il. To these developing-world clients and partners, Beijing continues to offer public reassurances that the message that Chinese assistance comes with no political strings attached and that China will never interfere in other’s domestic affairs. The big question is when Beijing will realize that its international diplomacy can’t be all smiles. Even as he was canceling Sudan’s debt and unveiling new projects before Bashir, Hu also pressured him on Darfur. Specifically, Hu asked Bashir to work harder to get rebels who refused to sign the peace pact to come onboard.  Hu stressed to Bashir that “You have to resolve this problem,” according to a Sudanese official quoted by foreign media. Still, Hu did not threaten to use China's economic clout to push Bashir into accepting a strong U.N. peacekeeping force in Darfur. Moreover, Beijing has previously blocked previous Security Council moves to impose sanctions against Khartoum. Last week State Department spokesman Sean McCormack said Beijing has given "some mixed signals" to Sudan. China doesn’t like to publicly criticize regimes such as Sudan and Iran, upon whom it depends for energy supplies. But it’s been putting the hard word on its recalcitrant neighbor North Korea for months. Hu was said to have been “infuriated” when Pyongyang conducted its first nuclear test on the same day that Hu convened a key Chinese Communist Party conclave in Beijing.Beijing’s leaders are worried by the prospect that North Korea’s alarming nuclear ambitions—“flagrant” was the word Chinese media used—might trigger any number of catastrophic events detrimental to Chinese interests. Destabilizing waves of refugees across the China-North Korea border are just one potential headache. And if Washington decided that a pre-emptive strike on North Korean’s nuclear facilities was the only way to resolve the crisis, China could find itself embroiled in conflict on the Korean Peninsula, with American soldiers right on its frontier. So the best example of Chinese hardball diplomacy is Beijing’s dealings with Pyongyang. “China and some other countries have progressively lost patience with North Korea,” U.S. envoy Hill told NPR just before landing in Beijing this week for the current round of Six-Party Talks. After Pyongyang’s nuke test “China signaled pretty strongly to the North Koreans that they’re going to need to shape up,” he said. Still, Beijing hasn’t and won’t sign on easily to the idea of international economic sanctions against North Korea or Sudan. Such embargoes have been an especially neuralgic issue in the history of Chinese diplomacy—partly because of how Beijing has bristled at being the target of sanctions itself after incidents such as the 1989 bloodshed at Tiananmen Square. Nor should observers expect dramatic public displays of displeasure. Beijing prefers to twist arms behind closed doors. When Pyongyang initially refused to sign on to the idea of the Six-Party Talks, Chinese oil supplies to North Korea abruptly ceased for several days. That helped bring Pyongyang to the table. Now all eyes are on Beijing, to see whether the talks’ host can cajole, sweet-talk or strong-arm its guests into reading off the same page on North Korea’s nukes—at least on how the first stage of disarmament could play out.

exts – solves asian stability 
Chinese leadership solves stability 
GARRISON 5, (Jean, Associate Professor of International Relations at University of Wyoming, “China's prudent cultivation of "soft" power and implications for U.S. policy in East Asia”, 3/22, Asian Affairs: An American Review)

East Asian states and Taiwan recognize that economically, China has become the new game in town. Asian trade is flourishing due to China's huge market for industrial components, raw materials, food, and other consumer products. A close relationship has developed between China's import growth and increasing exports to other Asian countries. In contrast, Japan is now recovering from a decade-long decline and its current recovery appears dependent on China. In 2003, growth of total exports of China's trading partners stemmed from exports to the People's Republic of China (PRC): almost a one-third increase for each of Japan and Korea's totals and a 68-percent increase for Taiwan, according to U.S. government reports. A large percentage of the trade with Japan, Korea, and Taiwan is in the form of components destined for export to other markets as finished products--commonly, shipments to the United States. States in the East Asian region recognize the need to take advantage of their closeness to China to become an active supplier of fuel or intermediate goods in China's export engine. This trend is reflected in the increasing two-way trade between ASEAN countries and China since 1990--which ASEAN reports to be an average increase of 20 percent annually, while ASEAN-Japan trade is on the decline. In addition, China's willingness to tolerate trade deficits with regional states (such as the $14.8-billion trade deficit with Japan, $23 billion deficit with Korea, $16.4 billion deficit with ASEAN states, and $40 billion deficit with Taiwan in 2003 according to Chinese Customs statistics) adds to the interdependence, with China at the center. East Asian investment patterns further strengthen regional interdependence. First, East Asian states invest heavily in China. China's Ministry of Commerce (MOFCOM) reports that 61 percent of China's FDI inflows in 2002 originated in Asia, with Hong Kong leading at 34 percent with the remainder of the figure attributed to Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, Singapore, Macau, Malaysia, Thailand, Philippines, and Indonesia. Second, China has also begun to encourage outward FDI into East Asia through its "Go Forth" policy. According to an United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) report, China's overall investment in ASEAN countries grew from $400 million in the 1980s to $2.9 billion in 2002. The investment is heavily resource-based, with oil and gas in Australia, Indonesia, and Thailand, although Chinese manufacturing is poised to expand its investment. For example, Thailand seeks an opportunity for direct investment from China with the idea that Chinese companies may aim to escape regulatory barriers, overcapacity at home, and even higher land and labor costs in China by relocating to Thailand.  As regional fears have calmed, a sense of common purpose has emerged. Growing economic interdependence with China provides new incentives for states in the East Asian region to promote a stable framework for bilateral relations to maintain prosperity. Japan focuses on strengthening China's regional economic ties for development to prevent a pattern of power projection in the region. For other countries, the more formal stake in China's future development, such as ASEAN's FTA negotiations with China and Japan, gives them leverage in negotiations with both countries and "power of say" in the region's development. Even the Taiwan issue potentially reinforces the status quo. East Asian countries generally value stable economic ties over Taiwan's independence and register little enthusiasm over Taiwan's quest for freedom. 

2nc impact: chinese resource access
Chinese soft power’s key to resource access 
Hunter 9, Professor and Director of the Centre for Peace and Reconciliation Studies,

Coventry University, (Alan, “Soft Power: China on the Global Stage,”  Chinese Journal of International Politics, Vol. 2, 2009, 373–398, http://cjip.oxfordjournals.org/content/2/3/373.full.pdf)  

 Competition for resources is now a key issue for all major powers. As the largest in population among all developing countries, and with the fastest growing manufacturing base, China’s need for natural resources is truly enormous. One analyst recently showed that among 10 countries with populations of over 100 million, China is second from bottom as regards indigenous natural resources: only Japan is worse off. As population growth puts even more pressure on resources, effective political handling of resource issues is thus essential, because shortages could threaten the future of the country. Maintaining stable resource supplies, therefore, is a factor crucial to determining whether or not China can continue its development trajectory in the 21st century.23

The West now fears competition from China for access to global resources, particularly oil and gas.24 Henry Kissinger has mooted competition over hydrocarbon resources in coming years as the most likely cause of international conflict.25 As Hu Jintao showed at an Asian summit in 2005, Beijing leaders are also well aware of the issue. Hu stated that achieving balanced and orderly growth through proper handling of the energy issue is a Chinese priority: China would focus on energy conservation and effective use of resources, as well as fresh exploration and new imports. But to satisfy its demand for oil and other resources China must explore many different options on every continent.26 The government announced in 2002 a new policy encouraging its three major national oil corporations to ‘go out’ (zouchuqu) and ensure secure overseas energy supplies: through direct purchases, exploring and drilling programmes, constructing refineries, and building pipelines.27 The Chinese oil demand between 1993 and 2002 grew by almost 90%, and now stands at around 6 million barrels a day, some 40% of which has to be imported. Conversely, about 40% of oildemand growth worldwide from 2000 to 2004 is attributable to China.28 In November 2004, Chinese President Hu signed 39 commercial agreements with Latin American countries; investments in Argentina alone amounted to US$ 20 billion. On a later visit in 2005, Vice-President Zeng signed a key agreement with Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez on oil and gas explorations; China also announced it would extend favourable trade credits to Cuba. By 2005, China had offered more than US $ 50 billion of investment to countries within the US ‘backyard’, and has pursued a similar strategy in sub-Saharan African countries. Chinese businesses are participant in many projects, including major infrastructure development; corporations also invest heavily in oil production, notably in the Sudan, Angola, and Nigeria.29 An online newspaper report in December 2005 evidenced the fierce competition between China and the USA for African ‘black gold’.30

China’s potential competition with the USA in West Asia and North Africa could be an even more sensitive issue than that in Latin America and East Asia. ‘The potentially explosive combination of a China less willing to passively accept US leadership and the prospect of competition between China and other states for control over vital energy resources poses particularly critical challenges to U.S. interests in the Middle East.’31 Frequent high-level exchange visits between Beijing and West Asian leaders endorse economic ties. Altogether, reflecting the title of a recent study, China is a future hegemon whose rise inevitably engenders new transnational dynamics. We have therefore explored China’s need to avoid military conflict, its massive economic development, and its need to secure resources as important contexts for Chinese soft power in the 21st century.32 The author believes that the climate change is another factor which will become even more urgent and prominent in the immediate future. 

Nuclear war

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

But imagine a China disintegrating- on its own, without neo-conservative or Central Intelligence Agency prompting, much less outright military invasion because the economy (against all predictions) suddenly collapses. That would knock Asia into chaos. A massive flood of refugees would head for Indonesia and other places with poor border controls, which don’t’ want them and cant handle them; some in Japan might lick their lips at the prospect of World War II revisited and look to annex a slice of China. That would send Singapore and Malaysia- once occupied by Japan- into nervous breakdowns. Meanwhile, India might make a grab for Tibet, and Pakistan for Kashmir. Then you can 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. 

2nc impact: chinese regime stability 

Successful Chinese space program key to CCP stability 
Chambers 9, Major, United States Air Force B.A., Chinese Language & Literature M.S., Strategic Intelligence, Joint Military Intelligence College, (Rob, “ CHINA’S SPACE PROGRAM: A NEW TOOL FOR PRC “SOFT POWER” IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS?”  Master’s Thesis, March, http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2009/Mar/09Mar_Chambers.pdf) 


 There are a variety of reasons behind Chinese motivations for manned spaceflight, and one of them has a domestic political spin: the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). Dean Cheng comments, “Just because there aren’t elections, doesn’t mean that there are no means for the population to express its displeasure”.96 As Peter Aldhous notes: Its [the Chinese space program] value in promoting a domestic feel-good factor should not be underestimated. Even China’s authoritarian rulers have to worry about keeping the country’s billion-strong population reasonably happy. A successful space program could paper over the cracks for a while.97
Noting China’s semi-obsessive behavior with its national image and prestige, as well as the CCP’s determination to retain absolute control of the country, William Martel and Toshi Yoshihara echo the conventional wisdom: Success in China’s manned space program will confer a strong sense of national dignity and international status on the country, which are viewed as crucial elements to sustain the legitimacy of the Communist Party and replace its declining ideological appeal. This intangible yet powerful expression of Chinese nationalism partially explains why Beijing invests substantial resources into its space program.98

Morris Jones, an Australian-based space analyst says, “China’s space program reflects the power and legitimacy of the Communist Party. They are using manned space exploration as a political demonstration of their legitimacy”.99 Jones also notes that the launch date of the Shenzhou-7 came on the heels of not only the Beijing Olympics, but also close to the conclusion of the Paralympics and Chinese National Day on October 1, “making the space mission a nice bridge between two major nationalistic events”.100

Roger Launius, senior curator of space history at the National Air and Space Museum, focuses more on the symbolism of Chinese technological achievements in his perspective: It [China’s space program] is a prestige program, no question. I think China has entered the [manned spaceflight] arena for the same reasons that the United States and Soviet Union did in 1961. It is a demonstration of technological virtuosity. It’s a method for showing the world they are second to none – which is a very important objective for them.101

David Chandler echoes similar sentiments in his analysis: The Chinese government expects its manned space program to enhance the reputation of China’s high-tech exports, giving it greater diplomatic and commercial power. It also sees space technology as critical to achieving technological parity with western nations and Japan. Specifically, it hopes the manned space programme will raise standards in computing, materials science, manufacturing and electronics.102

With the tumultuous events of the Sichuan earthquake, inflation at decades-high levels, a stock market that was at a 21-month low, and seemingly incessant protests over government corruption and social injustice, Willy Lam, a Hong Kong-based political scientist, said that “a successful Shenzhou-7 mission would help distract China’s 1.3 billion people from serious economic and social concerns…and will further consolidate the [Chinese Communist] Party’s claim that they can get things moving”.103 Lam also commented that, “the leadership is banking on patriotism and nationalism to pull them through”.104

Whether China’s first spacewalk truly “distracted” China’s massive population from their woes or not may never be truly known, but the event was certainly maximized for full propaganda value. Most newspapers carried “two or three pages devoted to the spacewalk,” and tens of millions watched the 15-minute spacewalk live broadcast on government-run China Central Television (CCTV), “witnessing the symbolic moment when he [Zhai Zhigang] waved a Chinese flag in the weightlessness of low orbit”.105 Internet blogs were full of patriotic postings, such as, “I’m proud of the great achievement of the motherland” and “I’m full of confidence in the future of the motherland!”106

Quoting the old Chinese idiom of, “When riding a tiger, it is difficult to get off” (qihu nanxia), Stacey Solomone notes that: The CCP, and subsequently, the PLA would lose face should they decide to back off from developing the space program. It would appear to as if the CCP and PLA were conceding to the Chinese people that they were not advanced as the United States or Russia. The CCP and PLA would risk losing face in the international community and popular support at home. The Chinese space program provides an ample amount of legitimacy to the CCP which so often totes how the space program is aiding the national economy and security.107 

Nuclear war 
Yee 2, Professor of Politics and International Relations at the Hong Kong Baptist University and Storey, Lecturer in Defence Studies at Deakin University, (Herbert Yee, Professor of Politics and International Relations at the Hong Kong Baptist University and Ian Storey, Lecturer in Defence Studies at Deakin University, 2002, “The China Threat: Perceptions, Myths and Reality,” p5)

The fourth factor contributing to the perception of a China threat is the fear of political and economic collapse in the PRC, resulting in territorial fragmentation, civil war and waves of refugees pouring into neighbouring countries. Naturally, any or all of these scenarios would have a profoundly negative impact on regional stability. Today the Chinese leadership faces a raft of internal problems, including the increasing political demands of its citizens, a growing population, a shortage of natural resources and a deterioration in the natural environment caused by rapid industrialisation and pollution. These problems are putting a strain on the central government's ability to govern effectively. Political disintegration or a Chinese civil war might result in millions of Chinese refugees seeking asylum in neighbouring countries. Such an unprecedented exodus of refugees from a collapsed PRC would no doubt put a severe strain on the limited resources of China's neighbours. A fragmented China could also result in another nightmare scenario - nuclear weapons falling into the hands of irresponsible local provincial leaders or warlords.2 From this perspective, a disintegrating China would also pose a threat to its neighbours and the world.
at: chinese power bad

Soft power capabilities means China uses less hard power 
Ying 6, Graduate School of Asia-Pacific Studies (GSAPS) at Waseda University, M.A. from Wuhan University, (Zhou, “Assessing China’s Soft Power Diplomacy and its Implications on Asia Cooperation,”  http://www.waseda-giari.jp/sysimg/imgs/200908_si_st_09zhou_paper_f.pdf
 In many ways, China‟s new appreciation of soft power has already had impact on its domestic and foreign policy. It has given the Chinese government a new way to conceptualize and exercise power both at home and abroad. It has inspired the development of new policy instruments. It has added new considerations to Chinese calculations of the costs and benefits of particular policy choices. Furthermore, both Chinese and foreign observers seem to believe that China‟s new policy initiatives guided by the concept have actually led to greater soft power for China in the international context. And in order for China to play a larger role as a new hegemonic driving force in regional integration in East Asia, China still needs to further accumulate soft power. 

at: chinese soft power kills us heg

Chinese soft power won’t challenge the U.S.

Glaser & Murphy 09 - *senior fellow with the CSIS Freeman Chair in China Studies AND** Fellow, Freeman Chair in China Studies (March 09, Bonnie S. and Melissa E., “Soft power with Chinese Characteristics” http://www.voltairenet.org/IMG/pdf/Chinese_Soft_Power.pdf)

Mainstream scholars also continue to hold the view that China’s development model should not be propagated abroad because doing so would fuel further fears about China’s rise. According to one leading intellectual, “Our economic model has provided soft power but the government hesitates to use it out of concern that it will increase the China-threat theory.92 Following the guidance of taoguang yanghui, these experts argue that China’s soft power should remain defensive and reactive—primarily aimed at allaying fears about China’s rise, improving China’s image, and clearing up misunderstandings about its intentions.93 Chinese officials in particular seek to avoid being seen as challenging the United States by setting up an alternative set of values to guide international society. According to one senior official, “China has never been expansionist and has not pushed a development model on others. This is a very important point. China will never try to export a development model.”94 A minority view asserts that the China model can and should be exported. University of International Relations professor Zhang Mingqian argues that China’s experience provides “a successful ‘development model’ of socialist market economy for the international community, thereby making China an alternative ‘model’ for others to choose or follow.”95 Fang Changping believes that in order to achieve its soft-power objectives, China should push for international acceptance of its development model.96 According to one scholar, “today people feel more confident and feel they can discuss Chinese power, both hard and soft. What can China contribute to the world, people ask?”97 In the wake of the financial crisis, scholars are also beginning to question the infallibility of the U.S. model and believe that the China model has something to offer.98 These views support a more proactive soft-power policy.

China won’t try to contain the US with soft power
McGiffert, 10 – fellow in the CSIS International Security Program (March 09, “Conclusion,” http://www.voltairenet.org/IMG/pdf/Chinese_Soft_Power.pdf)

 China has placed special emphasis on the soft-power aspects of its foreign engagement, playing both to regional audiences and to a broader global gallery to whom it seeks to portray itself as a nonthreatening and responsible international power. China’s rapidly expanding engagement in the developing world in particular has provoked a range of reactions around the world. In developing regions, many hold high hopes for what China can bring to the table in trade, investment, and alternative development partnerships; others are unnerved by what China’s seemingly insatiable demand for energy, resources, and export markets will mean for fledgling economies, weak governments, and disenfranchised populations. Ultimately, the challenge for developing nations will be whether their governments and their people can harness external engagement—China’s and other key players’ as well—to their eventual national benefit. In the West, China’s mix of economic engagement and soft power has spurred some fears that Western influence in developing regions will thereby be diminished and that investments in governance, transparency, and accountability will be undermined, particularly in states rich in natural resources but whose governments often lack legitimacy or national vision. Many Americans in particular are concerned about losing strategic influence to China. Yet, the CSIS Commission on Smart Power, cochaired by Joseph Nye and Richard Armitage, concluded:

China’s [perceived] soft power is likely to continue to grow, but this does not necessarily mean that Washington and Beijing are on a collision course, fighting for global influence. First, a number of factors ultimately will limit China’s soft power, including its own domestic political, socioeconomic and environmental challenges. Second, there are a number of critical areas of mutual interest between the United States and China on which the two powers can work together—and in some cases already are. Energy security and environmental stewardship top that list, along with transnational issues such as public health and nonproliferation. . . . [G} lobal leadership does not have to be a zero-sum game. China can only become preeminent if the United States continues to allow its own powers of attraction to atrophy.

We do not yet know how China’s soft-power strategy will play out. Nevertheless the United States can learn from aspects of China’s soft-power engagement, and the United States has reserves of soft power that it has underused in recent years.

Now is an opportune time for the United States and others to proactively engage China on areas of common interest, to strengthen regional capacities to manage the intensifying competition that China and others bring, and to preemptively work to mitigate potential areas of disagreement. 

China won’t challenge the US for leadership – economic growth is their primary objective

CRS, 08 (A study prepared by the Congressional Research service for the U.S. Senate Committee for Foreign Relations, April, 08, “China’s foreign policy and ‘soft power’ in South America, Asia, and Africa” http://www.fas.org/irp/congress/2008_rpt/crs-china.pdf)

In energy sources alone, for example, China became a net importer in 1995—it became a net importer of oil in 1993—and its energy demands are expected to continue increasing at an annual rate of 4–5 percent through at least 2015, compared to an annual rate of about 1 percent in industrialized countries.10 China steadily and successfully has sought trade agreements, oil and gas contracts, scientific and technological cooperation, and de-facto multilateral security arrangements with countries both around its periphery and around the world. In all three of the regions discussed in this memo where China is most active, access to energy resources and raw commodities to fuel China’s domestic growth plays a dominant role in Beijing’s activities. China has oil and gas exploration contracts with Brazil, Ecuador, Bolivia, Colombia, Venezuela, and Cuba; oil contracts and pipeline deals are a major part of China’s activities in its relations with Central Asian states such as Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, and China’s oil exploration interests extend to Burma, Vietnam, and Malaysia. Imports of crude oil constitute the bulk of China’s imports from African states.

In pursuit of sustainable economic development, China also is seen to have placed a priority in keeping stable and relatively tension- free relations with its primary export market, the United States. Some analysts suggest that this priority is behind Beijing’s decision in 2003 to tone down its anti-U.S. rhetoric and criticism and instead to emphasize China’s ‘‘peaceful rise’’ on the world stage.11 According to this view, Beijing calculates that even the appearance of a more overt pursuit of its regional and global interests could prompt the United States to strengthen its alliances and form other groupings to counterbalance and deter China’s international outreach. Such a development could fetter China’s economic growth.

***Aff
alt cause – laundry list

Econ, cultural power, and no-strings aid all make Chinese soft power inevitable
Follath 10,  diplomatic reporter for the German Der Spiegel magazine (Eric, “The Dragon's Embrace,” 7-28, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,708645-2,00.html)  

 In recent years, China's leaders have frequently joined forces with up-and-coming India, such as when the two countries jointly managed to torpedo UN climate negotiations and the Doha trade talks. More importantly, China's leaders have gained the support of African, Latin American and Central Asian countries with their major projects, gifts and goodwill.

The Chinese have paid particular attention to nations with large oil and natural gas reserves, such as Venezuela, Kazakhstan and Nigeria, but they also cultivate relations with third-tier countries -- countries that the West tends to ignore but that have voting rights in international bodies like anyone else. Beijing has forgiven billions in loans to African nations and pampered them with infrastructure projects. It has generally tied its assistance merely to two conditions that are relatively painless for the countries in question, namely that they have no official relations with Taiwan and that they support the People's Republic in international organizations.

What Beijing is not demanding of these countries is even more telling. Unlike Washington, London or Berlin, the Chinese do not tie their development aid to any conditions relating to good governance. While the West punishes authoritarian behavior by withholding funds (and, in some cases, indirectly threatens "regime change"), Beijing has no scruples about pampering the world's dictators by building them palaces and highways to their weekend villas -- and assuring them territorial integrity, no matter what human rights violations they are found guilty of.

Opportunity, not Problem

China has friendly relations with some of the world's most problematic countries, including failed states and countries on the brink of failure such as Zimbabwe, Sudan, Myanmar and Yemen. "For the West, failed states are a problem. For China, they're an opportunity," writes American expert Stefan Halper in the magazine Foreign Policy, referring to these countries as "Beijing's coalition of the willing."

The diplomatic weapon is having its intended effect. Already, the pro-Chinese voting bloc led by African nations has managed to obstruct progress in the WTO. Meanwhile in the United Nations, the People's Republic's influence is clear: Within the last decade, support for Chinese positions on human rights issues has risen from 50 percent to well over 70 percent.

Washington, in turn, is no longer even included in certain key groups. The United States was not invited to take part in the East Asia Summit, and it was denied the observer status it had sought in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, a sort of anti-NATO under China's de facto leadership that includes Russia and most of the Central Asian countries. Iran, on the other hand, was.

alt cause – chinese econ
Financial crisis and Chinese growth outweighs the link
deLisle 10, director of the Asia Program at FPRI, the Stephen A. Cozen Professor of Law and professor of political science, University of Pennsylvania, (Jacques, “Soft Power in a Hard Place: China, Taiwan, Cross-Strait Relations and U.S. Policy,” Fall, http://www.fpri.org/orbis/5404/delisle.chinataiwan.pdf) 

 Second and much more significantly, China’s economic development success has been the greatest source of contemporary Chinese soft power. The PRC’s achievement of extraordinarily rapid growth and sustained economic development inspires awe and desire to emulate throughout much of the developing world. In the considerable portion of that world ruled by undemocratic regimes, China’s achievement of an astounding economic transformation while maintaining political stability and authoritarian rule comprise another compellingly attractive feature. China’s apparent ability to weather the global economic crisis more smoothly than the advancedmarket economies hasmade the China Model all the more impressive and appealing abroad. The slower recovery elsewhere and the U.S. role in the crisis’s origins tarnished previously triumphant American-style capitalism and thus raised the international stature of China’s more state-steered and capital flow-regulating approach.

With such phenomena, China gained prestige and respect among policy elites and broader publics abroad.17 This soft power resource contributes (along with China’s underlying economic importance) to Beijing’s ability to get its views taken into account, especially on issues of global economic policy. Absent China’s economic prowess (something that is not soft power according to standard Western accounts but is included in some Chinese ones) and the sense that China’s approach to economic regulation might be right where the U.S.’s had proved wrong (something that is within the realm of soft power), we would not have seen, for example, the relatively serious reception accorded Chinese leaders’ criticisms of American financial regulation, prescriptions for international economic policy reforms at G20 meetings, or suggestions that International Monetary Fund special drawing rights (a basket of currencies that Chinese sources also argued soon should include China’s renminbi) be considered to replace the U.S. dollar as the dominant international reserve currency.18

No less important, admiration and envy of the Chinese economic miracle has supported a more benign global narrative about the PRC than would be the case if China’s accretion of hard power were the only story. Although overly simplistic, the contrast with the Soviet Union’s lack of soft power during the heyday of the Cold War is instructive, particularly in terms of relations with the United States (and, in turn, cross-Strait relations). The point has not been lost on participants in Chinese academic and policy debates, who have pointed to the vast soft power gaps between the United States and the USSR as significant factors in their disparate fates and as a cautionary lesson to China about the need to develop its own soft power.19 

Growth determines Chinese soft power  
deLisle 10, director of the Asia Program at FPRI, the Stephen A. Cozen Professor of Law and professor of political science, University of Pennsylvania, (Jacques, “Soft Power in a Hard Place: China, Taiwan, Cross-Strait Relations and U.S. Policy,” Fall, http://www.fpri.org/orbis/5404/delisle.chinataiwan.pdf) 

The impact of the economic development component in Chinese soft power is perhaps most evident in the vast discussion it has spawned of a ‘‘China Model’’ of development or a ‘‘Beijing Consensus’’ as a rival to the neo-liberal economic, liberal-legalist and democratic political creed of the Washington Consensus (and American or Western-style capitalist development paradigms more generally).20 Prominent and influentialChinese academics haveembraced and advanced the idea of a Chinese template that others in the developingworld might follow and that is more relevant and promising than the experience and advice of the United States and other developed countries.21 Although the phrase has less currency in official statements, the idea lurks close to the surface in PRC diplomacy on the ground in poor countries and even in the high-profile excoriations at international summits of the failures of the United States and others that spawned the financial crisis and the implied negative comparison to China’s approach of more extensive state control.

These phenomena are significant for the cross-Strait context. They matter generally in their formidable contributions to China’s overall soft power. They also matter more specifically. China’s successful variation on the East Asian Model of development—rooted in the earlier Japanese experience and exemplified in the postwar industrialization of Taiwan, Korea, Hong Kong and Singapore—has done much to erode the soft power that accrued to Taiwan by virtue of the four ‘‘tigers’’’ or ‘‘dragons’’’ accomplishments during an earlier era. Here, the impact may be greatest on small, developing countries (a category that includes most of Taipei’s meager group of diplomatic partners) and industrializing Southeast Asia (an area that, for Taiwan, includes economies with significant complementarities and large economic opportunities not yet tapped, partly because of China’s recalcitrance). 

alt cause – non-interference 

Non-interference  is a key booster of soft power
deLisle 10, director of the Asia Program at FPRI, the Stephen A. Cozen Professor of Law and professor of political science, University of Pennsylvania, (Jacques, “Soft Power in a Hard Place: China, Taiwan, Cross-Strait Relations and U.S. Policy,” Fall, http://www.fpri.org/orbis/5404/delisle.chinataiwan.pdf) 

 Third, and with deeper roots, Beijing’s commitment to respect for state sovereignty has been an enduring element in China’s soft power. It is the central theme in the most durable tenet of PRC foreign policy, the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence, which call for mutual respect for territorial integrity and sovereignty, mutual nonaggression, mutual non-interference in internal affairs, equality and mutual benefit, and peaceful coexistence. The principles have retained and even gained prominence amid China’s recent rise. China has invoked norms of strong sovereignty and non-interference to resist U.S. and multilateral efforts to press for regime change, redress of human rights violations, or internal political reforms in North Korea, Myanmar, Iran, Iraq, Sudan, Zimbabwe, the former Yugoslavia and elsewhere.23 

chinese soft power fails 

China can’t effectively deploy soft power 
Kalathil 11, Institute for the Study of Diplomacy Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service Georgetown University, (Shanthi, “China’s Soft Power in the Information Age: Think Again,” May, http://isd.georgetown.edu/files/Kalathil_Chinas_Soft_Power.pdf)  

 In recent years, many have argued that China has been largely successful at using soft power to bolster its rise to great power status. This essay suggests that the Chinese government—and other authoritarian states—have fundamentally misread the nature of the relationship between soft power and the globally networked, information-rich environment, thus misunderstanding how soft power is accumulated. Because of this, their efforts at deploying soft power over the long term are not likely to be as effective as conventional wisdom would make them out to be.

China’s “charm offensive” has been widely documented: China has embarked on numerous soft power initiatives over the last decade, many of them targeting not only the developing world but also the West. The conventional wisdom now takes for granted China’s growing sophistication in the nonmilitary arena, giving China credit for expanding its soft power through strategically deploying cultural, media, and economic resources and amplifying these efforts in the global networked information space. Moreover, China’s success in controlling and manipulating information within its borders is well documented, and some believe that its success in shaping and containing attitudes within its own borders will lead to success in wielding soft power in the international sphere.

Yet as recent events demonstrate, this view overlooks key characteristics of international relations in the information age. Soft power is more than the mere sum of a number of short-term tactical gains; its real value as an analytical construct lies perhaps in the interpretation of strategic, long-range outcomes. If we accept that the current information-rich environment can help amplify soft power efforts, we must also accept that it brings, over the long term, added transparency and scrutiny. 

 The very environment that makes soft power effective can also reveal the machinations behind more blatant attempts to “influence and attract,” expose the negative consequences of activities designed to gain favor, highlight the distance between a country’s practices and international norms, and make fully transparent the gap between a country’s ideals and its reality. Democracies such as the United States have been dealing with these issues for a long time. For China, it brings a series of challenges. 

Lack of transparency kills Chinese soft power
Kalathil 11, Institute for the Study of Diplomacy Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service Georgetown University, (Shanthi, “China’s Soft Power in the Information Age: Think Again,” May, http://isd.georgetown.edu/files/Kalathil_Chinas_Soft_Power.pdf)  

 However, just as the information-rich environment can amplify soft power, it also necessarily brings some measure of scrutiny and transparency, despite any state’s best efforts to the contrary. This byproduct has posed challenges to China’s soft power strategy. China’s very visible no-strings approach to foreign aid, for instance, has not merely been scrutinized by the rest of the world, but also increasingly criticized as being out of touch with contemporary development assistance philosophy and norms. Projects are frequently carried out without adequate environmental, human rights, and other impact assessments as well as without the type of stakeholder consultation that has become the norm in current development practice. While China’s foreign aid approach has won allegiances among the governments with which it seeks to curry favor, its model—openly critiqued in international development circles—draws negative attention around the world for being so contrary to standard norms of development practice, norms that have evolved over many years with the input of numerous governments and civil society. Hence, by focusing on the short-term soft power gains of resource extraction or currying favor, China’s policies in this arena are taking China farther away from being considered a “responsible stakeholder” in the international system, itself an overarching soft power goal.

China is facing a particularly sticky conundrum when directly interacting with the global information-rich environment, as its ability to harness the power of this environment is hamstrung by domestic political considerations. Xinhua’s new network is said to be modeled on the Arab world’s Al Jazeera, yet unlike Al Jazeera, it has not hired top-notch journalists from respected news outlets, and its staff must self-censor, respecting the boundaries of Chinese political sensitivities. According to observers, the English channel is still mainly a translation of “traditional Xinhua propaganda.”12

China thus has an impossible choice here: either continue to apply domestic news sensitivities to international operations, in which case those operations will never truly gain respect and influence; or apply a bifurcated approach that censors news for domestic audiences but not international audiences, in which case exposure of its censorship policies will reveal its “profes sional” outward-looking face as something of a sham. The weak link for China here is not one of soft power policy but of the underlying nature of the regime itself.

This leads to another key difference between authoritarian countries and democracies in the information environment. Democracies are used to having their warts exposed: exposing warts is, in fact, a key element of democracy. Authoritarian regimes, on the other hand, make their living by concealing warts, particularly to their domestic populations. But in the information-rich environment of international politics, concealing blemishes is more or less impossible. This is not a problem when the goal is simply to accumulate power through fear, coercion, and strategic maneuvering. But when the goal is attraction or persuasion, warts—and, more importantly, the reactions by regimes to their perceived and real warts—can undermine soft power goals.


A recent example crystallizes some of these points. The awarding of the 2010 Nobel Peace Prize to imprisoned Chinese dissident Liu Xiaobo was met with furious scorn and official rhetoric by the Chinese government. “The general public in China is wondering why the Nobel Committee adopts double standards when dealing with China . . . the decision also shows that a few Westerners are unable to come to terms with China’s growth, and therefore try to tarnish the image of China by all means.” This official rebuttal, in English, carried by Xinhua and published online in the English version of the official China Daily, fails to augment China’s soft power on numerous fronts: its petulant and stilted language makes China seem amateurish and certainly not a responsible global stakeholder, and its invocation of Chinese civil society is an inadvertent reminder that, due to China’s information censorship policies, it is simply not possible to directly interact with the general public in China to ascertain what it genuinely thinks.

This last point is perhaps the final blow to real Chinese soft power capability. Soft power is derived from both state and society. Savvy states are able to harness the creativity and vibrancy of their societies for soft power purposes while understanding that it is civil society’s independence from the state that contains the real persuasive power. When authoritarian states deny the global public the ability to directly access their domestic civil society, they are potentially depriving themselves of a key soft power asset in the information age. For instance, when U.S. standing took a hit around the world during the launch of the Iraq war, at any given time foreign publics could interact with and examine U.S. public opinion directly— through traditional and online media, through blogs, through various forms of social media, and through person-to-person interaction on the Internet, all without U.S. government involvement. In essence, U.S. soft power was protected partly because of the very transparency of the country’s democracy.

Debate about the country’s direction was and is completely open for anyone around the world to analyze and/or engage in, and many frequently do. This transparency, and the ability of U.S. civil society to engage directly with the world either to defend or decry its own government’s policies, is one of the things that lends strength to U.S. soft power capabilities—and those of other democracies—in the information environment. It is also the one thing that China, by the very nature of its regime, simply cannot capitalize upon.

Ironically, the very thing the Chinese state is concerned with tamping down—the voice of its people—is the one thing that can help it truly exercise attractive, persuasive power. Consider, for instance, the blunt demand for media freedom issued by a group of retired Communist Party officials and intellectuals a few days after the awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize. News of the document was erased in China after being posted on the Internet, but outside the country, it provided the general public a rare glimpse into the complexity of political thought and debate within the country, a complexity that actually redounds to China’s favor in the international arena. 

No long term CCP soft power 
Kalathil 11, Institute for the Study of Diplomacy Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service Georgetown University, (Shanthi, “China’s Soft Power in the Information Age: Think Again,” May, http://isd.georgetown.edu/files/Kalathil_Chinas_Soft_Power.pdf)  

Have some of China’s soft power strategies been successful in gaining strategic advantage for the country over the short term? Certainly. More countries have agreed to stop recogniz ing Taiwan, and China has indeed benefited from its friendly overtures to resource-rich countries. Yet, over the long term, the very forces that propel soft power advantage will nettle China’s attempts to significantly harness soft power in its rise as a global power.

Soft power is, of course, an agglomeration of many elements of state and society. A state cannot unilaterally decide to accrue soft power; it must depend on its inherent “attractiveness,” which is generated by its culture, businesses, and most importantly, its people. Ironically, by its very authoritarian nature, the Chinese state is suppressing a fairly natural source of its soft power that could make it genuinely effective: the freewheeling, uncensored opinions and debates of its citizens. Because China is unused to the type of scrutiny and transparency that operating in the information-rich environment brings, its tendency is to cover up where in fact opening up could provide it more strength.

In the realm of soft power, there has been much discussion of the shift from monologue to dialogue, in which states no longer simply broadcast messages but also receive them, mainly through fostering open dialogue that ultimately demonstrates the inherent attractiveness of their systems. This key tenet of the information age is one that China has yet to digest. One Chinese academic cites the example of the Olympic torch being dogged by protestors of China’s Tibet and human rights policies. That taught Beijing a lesson on the importance of being heard, says the academic.13 But in order for its soft power efforts to prove successful, Beijing may need to realize that it is more important to listen—both to international publics and its own people. 

