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1AC – Plans 

Plan 1:

Plan: The United States federal government should substantially increase its exploration of Mars, including an offer to the People’s Republic of China of participation in a cooperative mission that explores Mars. 

Plan 2:

Plan: The USFG should substantially increase its terrestrial development of Mars through the provision of grants for state-owned aerospace and technology assets in the People's Republic of China.


1AC China Advantage – Short Version

Contention 1: China

China is militarizing space – a failure of the U.S. to respond kills space leadership

Richard D. Fisher -- a senior fellow at the International Assessment and Strategy Center in Alexandria, Va, (1/20/11, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704320104575014341463615862.html, Caplan)

China's Jan. 11 test of exoatmospheric missile interception is worth paying attention to—especially in Washington. It isn't just an early step toward development of a missile-defense system; it's also a signal of a radical change in the country's stance on the militarization of space. The United States should take this as a wake-up call that in the long term, China intends to challenge its strategic superiority in aerospace. The People's Liberation Army publicly unveiled its new strategy as part of the Air Force's 60th anniversary in November last year. It appears that this strategy was formulated in 2004, but the world did not learn about it until PLA Air Force Commander General Xu Qiliang summarized it as "effecting air and space integration, possessing capabilities for both offensive and defensive operations." Meanwhile, Chinese diplomats continued to hew to the line set down in 1985 by the late leader Deng Xiaoping, when he told former U.S. President Richard Nixon that China "is against whoever goes in for development of outer space weapons." China started an intensive diplomatic and propaganda campaign against American missile defense programs. Most recently Beijing added its vocal assistance to Vladimir Putin's intimidation campaign, which succeeded in helping to convince current U.S. President Barack Obama to reverse his predecessor's commitment to build ground-based defenses in Europe against Iran's Chinese-aided nuclear missile threat. Today, China is beginning to shed the cloak of deception over its own missile-defense efforts, and has all but declared its intention to build an aerospace power to rival that of the U.S. After General Xu's statements, Chinese media commentaries explained that the new aerospace strategy emerged from Communist Party leader and PLA commander Hu Jintao's December 2004 call for the PLA to implement new "historic missions," which include defending China's international interests. The PLA Air Force in particular will shift from being a "campaign air force" for theater-level wars (such as against Taiwan) in cooperation with the Army, Navy and Second Artillery missile force, to a "strategic air force" increasingly capable of independent action farther from home.  Of particular importance is the PLA's willingness to publicly justify a space combat mission. While it is not yet clear which service will lead this mission, the PLA Air Force is the most vocal booster. In an Oct. 31 interview, General Xu stated that "competition among armed forces is moving toward the space-air domain and is extending from the aviation domain to near space and even deep space . . . having control of space and air means having control of the ground, the seas and oceans, and the electromagnetic space, which also means having the strategic initiative in one's hands . . ." General Xu's candor forced the Foreign Ministry to inveigh the following month: "We oppose the weaponization of outer space or a space arms race . . ." But even some Chinese scoff at this self-serving propaganda. Also in November, a Chinese military expert stated that as long as "hegemonism" (code for the U.S.) maintains primacy in space, "air-and-space non-militarization is merely people's naive illusion, or just a slogan and banner." This isn't the first warning to Washington. In 2006, the PLA used ground-based lasers to "dazzle" a U.S. satellite, and in January 2007 demonstrated a ground-launched satellite interception. Last November, Chinese experts noted that the PLA may develop "assassin" satellites and "laser-armed" satellites, and reported China may already be developing an "orbital bomber." The PLA may also consider placing military assets on the moon—the first "Chang'e Three" moon lander may be equipped with a small radar and laser range-finder for "scientific" missions. The strict military-civilian "dual use" policy governing China's space program may mean that future larger unmanned Moon bases could be used to locate and target U.S. deep-space satellites that provide warning of missile strikes. It's already public knowledge that China is now developing or deploying four new nuclear-armed intercontinental land-mobile and sea-based nuclear missiles. The key variable is whether the PLA will equip these missiles with multiple warheads, as some Asia sources have suggested to me, which could conceivably allow China quickly to achieve 400 or more warheads. These same sources also estimate a national missile-defense capability could emerge before the mid-2020s. China is upgrading its aerospace capabilities closer to earth, too. Since the November PLA Air Force anniversary, PLA leaders have stated that China's fifth-generation fighter could fly "soon" and be in service by 2017-19, exceeding a recent U.S. government estimate by about a decade. Other Chinese sources speculate the PLA may build 300 of these fighters. As China signals its intention to build space-combat capabilities, increase the size and survivability of its nuclear missile forces, and build new fifth-generation air combat systems, the Obama administration is signaling retreat on the same fronts. Having declared his disdain for "Cold War" weapons in early 2009, it is unlikely that Mr. Obama will begin U.S. space-combat programs that could match and deter China in space. If anything, in fact, U.S. officials convey an indifference to China's aggressive intent. In early 2009, Mr. Obama reduced the limited number of ground-based missile interceptors to be based in Alaska and terminated a theater missile-defense program to enable one interceptor to shoot down multiple warheads. By August, the administration had defeated a Congressional attempt to extend production beyond 187 of the Lockheed Martin F-22, the premier U.S. fifth-generation jet fighter. Continuing this course risks sacrificing the air superiority in Asia the U.S. has purchased through great sacrifice. If the PLA is able to attack U.S. space assets, it can limit the U.S. military's ability to detect and respond to PLA movements.  Should China decide to increase its warhead numbers to the hundreds and defend them, the U.S. nuclear deterrent extended to Japan and other allies will lose its credibility. And if a larger number of PLA fifth-generation air-superiority fighters is able to overwhelm a lesser number of U.S. F-22s, then U.S. naval forces and bases in the Western Pacific will be more vulnerable to PLA air and missile strikes. As a new U.S. administration tries to "move beyond the Cold War," primarily by limiting U.S. military power, China is signaling its intent to start an arms race. An American failure to respond would constitute a retreat from leadership. Asians will then face two unpalatable choices: accommodate China or obtain their own military deterrence. Both would increase political instability and in turn threaten the region's economic growth. 

These tensions hurt the relationship – threatens full-scale war

John Chan – frequent contributor to Global Research, political analyst with WSW (2/22/11, "US threatens “military option” against China over space arms race," http://www.wsws.org/articles/2011/feb2011/usch-f22.shtml, RG)

US diplomatic cables released by WikiLeaks and published by the British Telegraph reveal that Washington has threatened military action against China’s anti-satellite and anti-ballistic missile systems. Moreover, the threat, first formally issued in 2008, has recently been reinforced by a new 10-year US National Security Space Strategy, released on February 4.

The secret cables demonstrate deep concern within both the Bush and Obama administrations about China’s capacity to destroy the satellites upon which the US military depends heavily for navigation, surveillance and precision-guidance weapons. The documents reveal aggressive messages from Washington to Beijing over the past three years. The cables relate to three sets of missile tests. On January 11, 2007, China launched a SC-19 missile to destroy an old weather satellite 850 kilometres above the earth. On February 18, 2008, the Bush administration ordered a cruiser USS Lake Erie to fire a SM-3 interceptor missile to destroy USA 193, a spy satellite 240 kilometres above the earth. In January 2010, China launched another SC-19 missile to intercept a Chinese medium-range ballistic missile flying 250 kilometres above the earth—a sophisticated test of a type only previously carried out by the US. Leaked files from the US embassy in China dated January 6, 2008, disclosed that the US had requested its major allies, such as the UK, Australia, Canada, Japan and South Korea, to join a coordinated diplomatic campaign against China’s January 2007 test. The diplomatic offensive constituted the “international opinion” at the time, accusing China of “militarising” outer space. Just a month before its own February 2008 satellite interception, the US delivered a démarche to the Chinese foreign ministry, while asking US allies, such as Germany, Italy, Israel and Japan, to do likewise. “The United States requests your government’s assistance in applying diplomatic pressure to the Chinese government,” the cable stated. The State Department issued “talking points” for these allies. One was that “China is now responsible for more breakup debris in low earth orbit than any other spacefaring nation,” alleging that this could damage other satellites.  In public, the Bush administration insisted its February 2008 interception—the first since the US stopped conducting such tests in 1985—was a necessary safety measure to prevent a malfunctioning spy satellite’s toxic fuel tank from causing harm when falling to the earth. In fact, the $30 million operation aimed to send a message to China.The January 2008 démarche to China, sent by Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, contained an explicit threat that “any purposeful interference with US space systems will be interpreted by the United States as an infringement of its rights and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict.” It declared that the US reserved the right “to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military”. The threat extended to any alleged Chinese “interference with the space systems of other nations which are used by the United States”. This would “be considered as contrary to the interest of maintaining international peace and security”. The démarche ended with a series of provocative questions: “What analysis did China perform to estimate the debris that would be caused by the intentional destruction of your satellite in the January 11, 2007, test?” and “What are China’s future intentions for its direct-ascent ASAT development and testing program?” The next cable shows that the US decision to destroy the USA 193 spy satellite in February 2008 angered Chinese leaders. A secret memo sent from the US embassy on February 22, 2008, noted that senior Chinese figures “repeatedly emphasized that the United States should provide information on the planned satellite interception prior to releasing the information to CNN. The Bush administration had instructed the Beijing embassy to notify the Chinese foreign ministry only after the US Pacific Command had executed the strike. Another Beijing embassy cable, dated June 13, 2008, recorded a dialogue between US Acting Under Secretary for Arms Control and International Security John Rood and China’s Assistant Foreign Minister He Yefei over the 2007 Chinese test, nuclear forces, space programs and the US “missile defence” program, which features SM-3 and other interceptor missiles. China refused to accept the US position that its National Missile Defence (NMD) program was “defensive” and posed no threat to Russia and China. Minister He argued that the US program would “break the global balance” because the US already had the greatest offensive military capabilities and the NMD would undercut the deterrence abilities of other states. The Chinese minister also warned that US-Japan cooperation on the NMD had “greatest relevance to China” because missile defence radar in Japan would cover all of China. The NMD would “force China to rethink its nuclear strategy”. The Chinese minister rebuffed a request from Rood to make China’s nuclear arsenal “transparent” because that “would eliminate its deterrent value”. The assistant foreign minister assured Rood that China would never seek nuclear superiority by “following the footsteps of the Soviet Union”. On space technology, Rood was told that China had not “crossed any thresholds” that threatened the US leadership, but China “cannot accept others setting limits on our capabilities”. This exchange took place against a definite background. Russia and China regarded the NMD as an aggressive rather than a defensive program. An article in the prominent US journal Foreign Affairs in 2006 had argued that the era of a US “nuclear primacy” had arrived because the numerical and technological superiorities of the American nuclear arsenal far exceeded those of Russia and China. The article insisted the US was now in a position to carry out a nuclear “first strike” to annihilate Russian and Chinese nuclear forces, with the NMD tasked with intercepting any surviving nuclear missiles from Russia or China.
These tensions have been exacerbated since Obama took office. The White House embarked on an even more aggressive course toward China, signalling a full-scale campaign on strategic, diplomatic and currency fronts by announcing $6.4 billion arms sales to Taiwan. In January 2010, Beijing responded with an anti-ballistic missile test, designed to show Washington that Beijing was also developing a missile defence system. The Obama administration reacted by reiterating the line of the former Bush presidency. A cable sent by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton instructed US diplomats to demand that Australia, Japan and South Korea once again join “in demarching China in a fashion similar to the US approach”. Clinton sharply asked in the démarche: “Which foreign ballistic missile threats are China’s BMD development and testing program intended to defend against?” Clinton instructed embassy officials that if they were asked about the Obama administration’s position on China’s anti-missile test, they must restate the US objections to China’s 2007 test. She stated that the January 2008 US démarches threatening China with a “military option” were “still valid and reflect the policy of the United States”. The threat against China was underscored by this month’s US National Security Space Strategy (NSSS) report. It calls for the establishment of a network of “partnering nations”, such as Japan and Australia, for the “collaborative sharing of space capabilities in crisis and conflict”. In an indirect warning to China, the Pentagon declares: “We believe it is in the interests of all space-faring nations to avoid hostility in space. In spite of this, some actors may still believe counterspace actions could provide military advantage.” The report said the US military “must deny and defeat an adversary’s ability to achieve its objectives”. In other words, the US may carry out pre-emptive strikes on Chinese anti-satellite systems as a means to deny China the capacity to attack the US space arsenal. US Deputy Defence Secretary Gregory Schulte told reporters that the US “retains the option to respond in self-defence to attacks in space, and the response may not be in space, either”. From sharp but secret exchanges between the two governments, the US belligerence to China’s satellite and missile programs has been made public via the NSSS report, itself an indicator of the emerging danger of war between the US and China.
China war escalates and goes nuclear

Lee J. Hunkovic -- professor at American Military University, (“The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”, American Military University, 2009, p.54)

A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most dominant members. If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat. In any case, if China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it. However, China, Taiwan and United States are the primary actors in this scenario, whose actions will determine its eventual outcome, therefore, other countries will not be considered in this study. 

Miscommunication with china risks war – only US offering cooperation over major space initiatives can solve

Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese -- serves as Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the U.S. Naval War College. Previously, she was on the faculty at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama; and the Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law at the University of Central Florida. Dr. Johnson-Freese has testified before the U.S. Congress on several occasions regarding Chinese space activities and space security issues generally. She is on the editorial board of China Security and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Dr. Johnson-Freese’s most recent book is entitled ‘Space as a Strategic Asset’, released in March 2007 by Columbia University Press, (2007, “China’s Space Ambitions”, www.ifri.org/downloads/China_Space_Johnson_Freese.pdf, Caplan)
As stated at the beginning of this paper, disagreements among Western analysts on what space capabilities China has or is developing are far less than disagreements about why. Part of the problem is cultural. The Chinese, like many Asians, see information as a commodity to be shared sparingly. They simply do not willingly, indeed eagerly, share information with others on all topics as is the propensity in the West. Beyond that cultural trait, information about space falls into the security realm, bringing it into the purview of laws protecting state secrets. Because what is and what is not protected is not always clear, “better to be safe than sorry” is the general rule. Add to that a heavy dose of bureaucratic compartmentalization within the Chinese government system resulting in one hand not knowing what the other is doing – glaring evident after the January 2007 ASAT test – and complaints about a lack of transparency from China ring true. The Chinese did realize that if they wanted favorable global publicity about the Shenzhou manned missions they had to be more forthright about their program and plans, and allow press access. With each mission, they got better about allowing press to cover the events. Old habits die hard though, and even during NASA Administrator Mike Griffin‘s trip to China in 2006, there were problems. Griffin and his party were to visit the Jiquan launch site. At the last minute they were told that they would be allowed to go, but basically only get a bus tour of the facilities. The party declined, deciding that the trade-off between the time it would take to get to the Gobi desert site versus what they would see would not make the time spent worth it. Griffin was gracious in his press conference comments about the cancellation of that part of the itinerary, noting the launch site is a military facility and that as a NASA delegation they could only accept invitations offered,29 but it was clear something had gone amiss. Likely one bureaucracy, including the military, was not talking to the other. After the 2007 ASAT test and the worldwide condemnation that followed, China reacted badly. Not only was it not forthcoming with an explanation, but subsequently it seems to have taken a step back in terms of transparency and acting as a responsible member of the family of spacefaring nations. China cancelled the 25th meeting of the Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination (IADC) Committee meeting scheduled for April 2007, only weeks – days – before it was scheduled to begin. Apparently, the A - 24 Chinese were concerned that the meeting would turn into a forum to criticize China for its ASAT test and the debris created. Delegates had, however, already purchased tickets and made reservations and China provided no good explanation for the cancellation. These are the kinds of actions that make other countries questions China’s willingness and ability to act – even on simple matters – as a responsible member of the international community. A problem that seems to be gaining both increasing awareness and increasing frequency is that of miscommunication, either deliberate or unintentional. First, there is an increasing number of publications and information sources coming out of China now than in the past, when everything could be assumed state approved. That being the case, there is increasing instances of documents or information sources being misinterpreted as indicating government views, when they did not, and with mistranslations that conferred very different meanings to communications than perhaps intended. Gregory Kulacki and David Wright at the Union of Concerned Scientists in the United States have made it a point of trying to correct some of the more egregious wrongs,30 but errors seem to just keep coming. More disturbingly, these miscommunications seem to be used by the U.S. government in their analyses both of China’s capabilities and their intentions. World Security Institute China Program Director Eric Hagt, speaking before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission on March 30, 2007, raised that point in his testimony, stating the danger. “Misinterpretation based on problematic analysis and translation could lead to a worsening of U.S. security in space through misjudgment and overreaction.” 31 There is a reciprocal problem on the Chinese side as well. While the difference between a government policy statement, an opinion voiced in The New York Times, and a blog article may be apparent to Americans, as the difference between a government statement, a Le Monde article, and a blogger’s opinion would be in France, the Chinese can have difficulty determining the credibility of sources in the West. This entire issue is exacerbated by the deluge of information, good and bad, available on the web. All parties must get better at sharing and interpreting information. To do that, communication of all sorts – but particularly in person, where questions can be asked – must be encouraged. While contacts and connections between China and much of the rest of the world have steadily increased over the past ten years, the same has not been true with the United States, where it is most needed if a security dilemma is to be avoided in the future. Without a clear understanding of what others intend, actions can be taken not ultimately in anyone’s best interests. It can be expected that China will pursue a wide range of space activities, what that means to other countries, particularly the United States, can best be determined through increased direct communication. Admiral William Fallon, speaking in March 2007 about the Chinese ASAT test, stated that China, as a sovereign nation, will sometimes take military measures that others won’t like. “A nation is going to do what they think they need to do.”32 USSTRATCOM Commander General James Cartwright had voiced similar comments in testimony before the House of Representatives earlier in the month. The Chinese ASAT test in January 2007 did not change the geostrategic balance in Asia or globally, or challenge U.S. space superiority. But it did demonstrate both the offensive-defensive range of missile technology, and the limits of that technology. China has long been an advocate of space arms control within the context of Prevention of an Arms Race in Space (PAROS) discussions at the United Nations. China, with Russia, has repeatedly called for a treaty banning space weapons and garnered significant support from other countries, while for the first time in 2005 the United States voted against, rather than abstaining, such a treaty. China’s supportive attitude regarding space arms control is clearly more pragmatic than altruistic. If the United States cannot develop space weapons, then China does not have to spend its limited resources to counter them. Concern in the United States is that China would take advantage of a slowing in U.S. research and development (R&D) efforts to catch up technologically. However, while the United States could likely not test technology subsequent to a space arms control agreement, it is doubtful that R&D would cease. China should be encouraged to denounce further ASAT tests. Because of the difficulties in trying to ban dual-use technologies or even limit its uses, the United States has shunned interest in space arms control. Using the debris issue that drew international outcry after China’s ASAT test as a rallying point, however, an agreement outlawing the deliberate creation of space debris might be both useful and possible. This is an area where the United States would do well to reconsider its position, toward including arms control in its mix of space control efforts, rather than relying exclusively on technological “fixes.” An international Code of Conduct should also be considered, giving space parameters for acceptable behavior much as is the case on the high seas.33 Finally, the best hope for integrating China into nations seeking to promote space for peaceful purposes, is to include China in international partnerships to support the peaceful uses of space. Space is a high cost venture and China’s funds are limited. Encouraging China to participate in programs of our choice, in areas such as environmental monitoring and space science, is a better option than allowing China to focus on perceived threats to which it feels it must respond. While the risk of technology transfer will always be present, at least it will be under U.S. control rather than outside our sphere. Without a monopoly on a particular technology, its spread cannot be stopped, but at best managed. The United States does not have a monopoly on the technology China seeks, and is largely able to obtain elsewhere. In a globalized world – and China is increasingly integrated to the rest of the world economically – countries which are connected with other countries will find it in their own best interests to maintain the system rather than perturb it. Europe is far ahead of the United States in understanding and implementing this premise. While care must be given to how and how fast China is integrated in areas involving dual use technology, it can be done, and will ultimately increase the security of all. 

That causes extinction

Mitsuo Takai -- retired colonel and former researcher in the military science faculty of the Staff College for Japan’s Ground Self Defense Force, (2009, “U.S.-China nuclear strikes would spell doomsday”, October 7, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/07/us-china_nuclear_strikes_would_spell_doomsday/7213/, Caplan)

What would happen if China launched its 20 Dongfeng-5 (ICBMs) intercontinental ballistic missiles, each with a 5-megaton warhead, at 20 major U.S. cities? Prevailing opinion in Washington D.C. until not so long ago was that the raids would cause over 40 million casualties, annihilating much of the United States. In order to avoid such a doomsday scenario, consensus was that the United States would have to eliminate this potential threat at its source with preemptive strikes on China. But cool heads at institutions such as the Federation of American Scientists and the National Resource Defense Council examined the facts and produced their own analyses in 2006, which differed from the hard-line views of their contemporaries. The FAS and NRDC developed several scenarios involving nuclear strikes over ICBM sites deep in the Luoning Mountains in China’s western province of Henan, and analyzed their implications. One of the scenarios involved direct strikes on 60 locations – including 20 main missile silos and decoy silos – hitting each with one W76-class, 100-kiloton multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle carried on a submarine-launched ballistic missile. In order to destroy the hardened silos, the strikes would aim for maximum impact by causing ground bursts near the silos' entrances. Using air bursts similar to the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki would not be as effective, as the blasts and the heat would dissipate extensively. In this scenario, the 6 megatons of ground burst caused by the 60 attacks would create enormous mushroom clouds over 12 kilometers high, composed of radioactive dirt and debris. Within 24 hours following the explosions, deadly fallout would spread from the mushroom clouds, driven by westerly winds toward Nanjing and Shanghai. They would contaminate the cities' residents, water, foodstuff and crops, causing irreversible damage. The impact of a 6-megaton nuclear explosion would be 360 times more powerful than the Hiroshima bomb, killing not less than 4 million people. Such massive casualties among non-combatants would far exceed the military purpose of destroying the enemy's military power. This would cause political harm and damage the United States’ ability to achieve its war aims, as it would lose international support. On the other hand, China could retaliate against U.S. troops in East Asia, employing intermediate-range ballistic missiles including its DF-3, DF-4 and DF-21 missiles, based in Liaoning and Shandong provinces, which would still be intact. If the United States wanted to destroy China's entire nuclear retaliatory capability, U.S. forces would have to employ almost all their nuclear weapons, causing catastrophic environmental hazards that could lead to the annihilation of mankind. Accordingly, the FAS and NRDC conclusively advised U.S. leaders to get out of the vicious cycle of nuclear competition, which costs staggering sums, and to promote nuclear disarmament talks with China. Such advice is worth heeding by nuclear hard-liners. 

Cooperation with china in space creates transparency – this solves space mil and space leadership

Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese -- serves as Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the U.S. Naval War College. Previously, she was on the faculty at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama; and the Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law at the University of Central Florida. Dr. Johnson-Freese has testified before the U.S. Congress on several occasions regarding Chinese space activities and space security issues generally. She is on the editorial board of China Security and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Dr. Johnson-Freese’s most recent book is entitled ‘Space as a Strategic Asset’, released in March 2007 by Columbia University Press, (November 9, 2005, “Maintaining US leadership in human spaceflight" Science Direct)
China is already working with ESA on programs ranging from DoubleStar to Galileo, it worked with Russia on human spaceflight, and it is courting many Asian countries for projects involving cooperative work on environmental and disaster monitoring and management, sometimes through the Asia-Pacific Multilateral Cooperation in Space Organization (APSCO). That the EU considered dropping its arms embargo against China demonstrates that other countries do not necessarily share US views about the value or necessity of isolating China. Over the long term China will increasingly engage partners in space activity. The question is whether the USA will choose to deflect or co-opt some of that cooperative activity in directions of its choice.

The USA has historically and successfully employed cooperative space activities to ‘shape’ other countries’ programs; guiding them into benign areas of interest and leaving them fewer funds to pursue activities that are less in its interest. Controlled or limited cooperation has also allowed the USA to get a much better idea of exactly what the priorities and capabilities are in other countries. Because China's program is still largely opaque, isolating it will only limit our ability to monitor what they are doing and, perhaps even more importantly, to determine their long-term intent. Technology transfer remains a critical issue. Given that stopping technology transfer to China is impossible because the USA does not have a technology monopoly, managing it through transfers from the USA, rather than having China obtain it from other countries with fewer controls, becomes a pragmatic option. Further, cooperation with China in space offers the USA leverage in Chinese space activities, removes the counterproductive perception of a space race, and offers the USA the opportunity to develop soft power through a human space program with a goal beyond science and exploration—strategic leadership. Cooperation in space with China does not excuse the Communist regime from its abysmal record on human rights. Indeed, it is because China is an authoritarian state at the crossroads of its political development that it is imperative that America, as the world's leading democracy, step forward and help shape China's aspirations in space toward peaceful and cooperative ends, rather than seeing them turned toward more threatening ideological or military goals. It should also be pointed out that attempting to draw linkages between space cooperation and other foreign policy goals, like human rights, is unlikely to be successful. The USA tried this with the USSR and only became frustrated. The USA can use space cooperation to co-opt, or shape, Chinese space activity. That is a worthy goal in itself.

An inclusive cooperative human space program returns to the Apollo model, a program with a strategic goal, but this time based on cooperation rather than competition. Cooperation is not easy. But the ISS experience, and studies conducted by groups with long experience in cooperation models, such as the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, tells us there are ways to manage the issues [2]. A first step in any model is to ensure that all partners have a vested interest in success, all partners fully understand their roles, and that the science and engineering goals are meaningful. We know how to do it.

Let us imagine a few alternative, hypothetical scenarios. If the USA were to finish the ISS only to then turn it over to the partners so the USA could pursue the Moon/Mars vision, it would then get mired down in technical or political difficulties—not be hard to imagine—the USA could end up the only spacefaring nation not involved in ISS. If the USA pursued the Moon/Mars vision with the ISS partners, but not China, it would be China (the developing country) versus the rest of the (developed) world, magnifying the perceived importance of each small advance China made and every misstep by the USA. If the USA were to pursue the Moon/Mars mission alone, other countries could see working with China as an opportunity to work on a human space program, and on a more level playing field, creating a US versus China and the rest scenario. Finally, as some have suggested, the USA could simply forego human space activity.

But the USA must not allow human space leadership to slip away. Human spaceflight requires pushing the envelop in areas of science and engineering—in medical fields and areas of life support systems engineering, for example—that could otherwise potentially be neglected. While direct benefits to the economy or defense from a particular program may not always be identifiable in advance, GPS, once a government program without a clear mission, has certainly demonstrated that we should not be bound by the limits of our imagination. The importance that space provides to building science capabilities generally is not unnoticed elsewhere. China is acutely aware that it has a long way to go toward becoming a science ‘power’ and it hopes human spaceflight will accelerate its movement up the learning curve. For the USA to maintain its leadership position, it is therefore imperative that it stays active in space as well. It is also important to remember that human spaceflight is part of the US space agenda, but not the entire agenda. We need to maintain a balance to assure continued pre-eminence in all aspects of science and engineering. Finally, space represents the future. It is imperative that the USA, as the world's leader, remains the world's leader into the future.

The USA should plan for the future of human spaceflight from a ‘effects-based’ perspective. What does it hope to achieve? Is it looking to maintain its pre-eminence in human spaceflight? I suggest it must. If that is the goal, realistically, we need a rationale beyond science and exploration to sustain the momentum. Competition once served that purpose but will not do so any longer. Indeed, competition places the USA in a race not in its best interests. Strategic leadership of a cooperative space mission off planet Earth offers the USA a viable way forward toward maintaining leadership while generating significant soft power globally, soft power necessary toward such strategic goals as effectively fighting the global ‘war on terrorism’. US policy makers must look at space from a strategic perspective, not just from a science or exploration perspective.

Mars mission specifically is key to strengthen space coop
James Clay Moltz – Associate Director and Research Professor at CNS, Monterey Inst of Int'l Studies, directs Newly Independent States Nonprolif Program, (12/9/10, "China, the United States, and Prospects for Asian Space Cooperation," Ebsco, RG)

Another forward-looking prospect for greater US–Chinese cooperation relates to future missions to the Moon. President George W. Bush's speech in January 2004 outlining the new US Vision for Space Exploration specifically rejected the idea of another space race and invited foreign participation in the lunar effort. China participated in early meetings on the US Vision for Space Exploration during this period, as did Russia, ESA, Japan, South Korea, and other countries. China is now active in the NASA-led Global Exploration Strategy, a space coordination effort among 14 national space programs. Developing a plan to include Chinese taikonauts in any future post-space station missions would be a means of beginning to bridge the current gap in the all-important human spaceflight sector and build a truly international coalition for this work. Similarly, Mars research remains an important long-term target of both space exploration and eventual human spaceflight. A major NASA, CNSA, or other effort to begin to combine forces in Mars research could help build on common interests, develop experience in coordinated (or even combined) operations, begin real burden-sharing, and expand mutual knowledge and trust.
China loves the plan – they are interested in cooperation with U.S on mission to Mars 

Andy Pasztor, Andy Pasztor, senior special writer at the Los Angeles bureau of The Wall Street Journal, has more than 25 years experience covering local, national and international politics and business. The Wall Street Journal. U.S. News: China Sets Ambitious Space Goals. April 15 2010. http://global.factiva.com/ha/default.aspx
China's manned space program aims to leapfrog the U.S. by deploying advanced spacecraft and in-orbit refueling systems as early as 2016, when American astronauts still may be relying on rides on Russian spaceships. Wang Wenbao, the head of China's manned space engineering office, disclosed the new details about Beijing's growing exploration ambitions in an interview Wednesday. In less than 20 years, China has come from having no space program to one that seeks to move into the lead by relying on an extensive web of universities, government research offices and manufacturing facilities. With unwavering government support and more than 100 facilities contributing to manned exploration projects, Beijing appears committed to independent missions in deep space, perhaps as soon as the end of this decade. China is putting the pieces in place to be able to assemble large spacecraft in orbit, which is the only way to have manned vehicles penetrate deeper into the solar system. The American space shuttle fleet is to retire in a few months, and -- even under the most optimistic projections -- the National Aeronautics and Space Administration over the next several years will have to rely on Russia to get its crews to the international space station. NASA officials already have said it would take them until at least 2015 just to decide on the design of a U.S. heavy-lift rocket. The Obama administration has indicated its desire to expand international cooperation in manned exploration. NASA head Charles Bolden has said: "We won't be able to go to Mars, we won't be able to go back to the moon, unless we partner with other countries." In his first interview ever with Western reporters, Mr. Wang said that before 2016 Chinese astronauts are expected to be practicing docking maneuvers between orbiting spacecraft and cargo vehicles. That would be a prelude to "long-term operation of a space station," he said. Looking ahead to an expected visit to China by Mr. Bolden, Mr. Wang indicated that Beijing was ready to discuss various forms of cooperation. Considering the "need for a large plan and budget" for space missions, Mr. Wang said it was important for "various countries to cooperatively explore" deep space. Without going into details, he also said that "for the moment, we think there is a [possibility] of a joint space flight" using both U.S. and Chinese crews. But no details have been discussed. In a speech to an international space symposium here, Mr. Wang said his agency recently finished choosing its latest crop of astronauts, and that two of the seven are women, another first for Beijing. China has focused on space not just as a dramatic symbol of national pride but also as a potentially huge commercial and national-security advantage. By leveraging the central government's ability to set sweeping industrial policy, Chinese space officials also are in the midst of ambitious efforts to launch a host of commercial and scientific satellites, and to develop robotic rovers for the lunar surface. Commenting on NASA's push to cut costs by relying on commercial solutions, Mr. Bolden's Chinese counterpart said, "We can understand the practical problems the Americans face" in space-exploration budgets. Mr. Wang said one way to make space exploration affordable was to step up discussions of international cooperation. 




1AC Credibility Advantage – Short Version

Contention 2: Executive

Obama’s presidency is failing- A New policy directive is key to restore his credibility 

Walter Russell Mead -- James Clark Chase Professor of Foreign Affairs and Humanities at Bard College and Editor-at-Large of The American Interest, (Business Insider, 6/20/11, “Here's How Obama Can Save His Presidency” http://www.businessinsider.com/heres-how-obama-can-save-his-presidency-2011-6, Caplan)
Can the Obama Presidency still be saved? To some, the question may seem premature or even insulting. President Obama’s personal popularity remains high and the most recent RealClearPolitics poll average has him at a more than respectable 47.6 percent approval; while the President’s popularity is drifting lower, congressional Republicans have been losing ground to their Democratic rivals in recent polls, and the Republican primary field remains both uninspiring and polarized. Small government, libertarian and Jeffersonian Paulites, globalist ‘great nation’ conservatives, conservative social activists and Jacksonian hyperpatriots are united only in their antipathy to the Obama administration and it is not yet clear whether a GOP candidate can unify this agitated but inchoate mass of energy into a strong and focused campaign. Nevertheless it seems increasingly clear that the Obama presidency has lost its way; at home and abroad it flounders from event to event, directionless and passive as one report after another “unexpectedly” shows an economy that refuses to heal. Most recently, the IMF has cut its growth forecast for the United States in 2011 and 2012. With growth predicted at 2.5 percent this year and 2.7 percent next, unemployment is unlikely to fall significantly before Election Day. On the same day, the latest survey of consumer sentiment shows an “unexpectedly sharp” dip in consumer confidence. The economy is not getting well; geopolitically, the US keeps adding new countries to the bomb list, but the President has fallen strangely silent about the five wars he is fighting (Iraq, Afghanistan, tribal Pakistan, Libya and now Yemen). The problem is only partly that the President’s policies don’t appear to be working. Presidents fail to be re-elected less because their policies aren’t working than because they have lost control of the narrative. FDR failed to end the Depression during two terms in office but kept the country’s confidence through it all. Richard Nixon hadn’t ended the Vietnam War in 1972 and George W. Bush hadn’t triumphed in what we still knew as the Global War on Terror in 2004. In all these cases, however, the presidents convinced voters that they understood the problem, that they were working on it, and that their opponents were clueless throwbacks who would only make things worse. President Obama still has a shot at convincing voters that the GOP would make things worse, but his administration has not just lost control over the direction of the economy. It has lost control of the discussion about the economy. Why did the stimulus fail? What did the President learn from this failure and what will the President try next? The White House has been so busy bobbing and weaving it has not communicated a simple, clear story about what went wrong and what happens next. Nobody at this point really knows what the President stands for – at home or abroad. He is not George W. Bush and he is not Bill Clinton, but who is he and where is he taking us? He seems bogged down in the minutiae of policies – most of which don’t seem to be working very well. He has given his opposition valuable gifts, setting goals for himself which he then fails to meet: that the stimulus would keep unemployment below 8 percent, public demands for Israeli concessions he failed to achieve, the promise that his health care proposals wouldn’t effect anyone who liked their current insurance, and the infamous “days not weeks” prediction about the Libya campaign. These and similar blunders have two things in common: they are unforced errors, and they undercut the President’s ability to present himself as a visionary leader who both understands where the country is headed and has a plan for meeting the obstacles in our path. He frequently appears surprised by events, and over time confidence in his leadership is leaking away. The President of the United States has two jobs: he is the head of government and the head of state. In British terms, he must do the jobs of both the Prime Minister and the Queen. The Queen sprinkles pixie dust; the Prime Minister does the dirty work of legislative sausage making. Presidents (like Ronald Reagan and FDR) succeed when they fill the job of head of state so well that they accumulate political authority which they can then use to run the government. The pixie dust they sprinkle makes the sausage look good. Presidents who fail to establish themselves as national leaders and symbols (like Jimmy Carter) end by losing their political authority as well. President Obama started off with great advantages in the pixie dust department. As the first African-American president, he embodies important American qualities simply by being himself. Young, energetic, blessed with a stylish wife and a vibrant family, he holds Kennedy-class cards when it comes to touching enduring American themes and ideals. He was (and can still be) an ideal representative of America to itself and to the world, a symbol of hope for national and global reconciliation and renewal. But the President has failed to meld that image and the symbolic weight of his office to a compelling policy vision. He takes strong individual stands — from support for health care reform to the bombing of Libya — but between the moves and the counter moves, the rhetorical claims and the policy reversals, the President’s image has become fuzzy and perplexing. Did he abandon the concept of stimulus and cast himself as a deficit cutter because he believes it, or was the shift a tactical calculation? What does he really believe will get the economy going again?

Lack of Credibility leads to weakness and belligerence 

John R. Bolton -- Senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, Former U.S. ambassador to the United Nations (The Los Angeles Times, “The danger of Obama's dithering,”, October 18, 2009, pg. http://articles.latimes.com/2009/oct/18/opinion/oe-bolton18)
Weakness in American foreign policy in one region often invites challenges elsewhere, because our adversaries carefully follow diminished American resolve. Similarly, presidential indecisiveness, whether because of uncertainty or internal political struggles, signals that the United States may not respond to international challenges in clear and coherent ways. Taken together, weakness and indecisiveness have proved historically to be a toxic combination for America's global interests. That is exactly the combination we now see under President Obama. If anything, his receiving the Nobel Peace Prize only underlines the problem. All of Obama's campaign and inaugural talk about "extending an open hand" and "engagement," especially the multilateral variety, isn't exactly unfolding according to plan. Entirely predictably, we see more clearly every day that diplomacy is not a policy but only a technique. Absent presidential leadership, which at a minimum means clear policy direction and persistence in the face of criticism and adversity, engagement simply embodies weakness and indecision. Obama is no Harry Truman. At best, he is reprising Jimmy Carter. At worst, the real precedent may be Ethelred the Unready, the turn-of the-first-millennium Anglo-Saxon king whose reputation for indecisiveness and his unsuccessful paying of Danegeld -- literally, "Danish tax" -- to buy off Viking raiders made him history's paradigmatic weak leader. Beyond the disquiet (or outrage for some) prompted by the president's propensity to apologize for his country's pre-Obama history, Americans increasingly sense that his administration is drifting from one foreign policy mistake to another. Worse, the current is growing swifter, and the threats more pronounced, even as the administration tries to turn its face away from the world and toward its domestic priorities. Foreign observers, friend and foe alike, sense the same aimlessness and drift. French President Nicolas Sarkozy had to remind Obama at a Sept. 24 U.N. Security Council meeting that "we live in the real world, not a virtual one." Examples of weakness abound, and the consequences ae readily foreseeable. Canceling the Polish and Czech missile defense bases is understood in Moscow and Eastern European capitals as backing down in the face of Russian bluster and belligerence. Russian President Dmitry Medvedev threatened the day after our 2008 election to deploy missiles targeting these assets unless they were canceled, a threat duly noted by the Russian media when Obama canceled the sites. Given candidate Obama's reaction to the 2008 Russia-Georgia war -- calling on both sides to exercise restraint -- there is little doubt that Prime Minister Vladimir Putin's project to re-extend Russian hegemony over as much of the former Soviet Union as he can will continue apace. Why should he worry about Washington? Obama's Middle East peace process has stalled, most recently because he set a target for an end to Israeli settlement expansion, couldn't meet it and then proceeded as though he hadn't meant what he said originally. By insisting that Israel freeze settlements as a precondition to renewing Israeli-Palestinian negotiations, Obama drew a clear line. But when Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu withstood Obama's pressure, Obama caved, hosting a photo-op with Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas that strengthened Netanyahu and weakened Abbas just when Obama wanted to achieve exactly the opposite. However one views the substantive outcome of this vignette, Obama himself looked the weakest of all. It could well be years before his Middle East policy gets back up off the ground. On nuclear nonproliferation, North Korea responded to the "open hand" of engagement by testing its second nuclear device, continuing an aggressive ballistic missile testing program, cooperating with other rogue states and kidnapping and holding hostage two American reporters. Obama's reaction is to press for more negotiations, which simply encourages Pyongyang to up the ante. Iran is revealed to have been long constructing an undeclared, uninspected nuclear facility that makes a mockery of almost seven years of European Union negotiation efforts. Forced to deal publicly with this deeply worrying threat, Obama proposes the equivalent of money-laundering for nuclear threats: Iranian uranium enriched in open, unambiguous defiance of four Security Council resolutions will be enriched to higher levels in Russia, and then returned to be burned in a Tehran reactor -- ostensibly for peaceful purposes. Sarkozy again captured the growing international incredulity in his noteworthy Security Council speech: "I support America's 'extended hand.' But what have these proposals for dialogue produced for the international community? Nothing but more enriched uranium and more centrifuges." Finally, Obama's agonizing, very public reappraisal of his own 7-month-old Afghanistan policy epitomizes indecisiveness. While there is no virtue in sustaining policy merely for continuity's sake, neither is credit due for too-quickly adopting policies without appreciating the risks entailed and then fleeing precipitously when the risks become manifest. The administration's stated reason for its policy re-evaluation was widespread fraud in Afghanistan's Aug. 20 presidential election. But this explanation is simply not credible. Did not the administration's generals and diplomats on the ground, not to mention United Nations observers, see the election mess coming? Was the Hamid Karzai administration's cupidity and corruption overlooked or ignored during Obama's original review and revision of his predecessor's policy? The unmistakable inference is that Obama did not carefully think through his March Afghan policy, or did not have full confidence then or now in Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal or Ambassador Richard C. Holbrooke, or that it is now politically inconvenient among increasingly antiwar Democrats to follow through on that policy. None of these explanations reflect credit on the president. He is dithering. Whatever decision Obama reaches on Afghanistan, his credibility and leadership have been badly wounded by his continuing public display of indecisiveness. Our international adversaries undoubtedly welcome all of these "resets" in U.S. foreign policy, but Americans should be appalled at how much of our posture in the world has already been given away. If Obama's first nine months indicate the direction of the next 39, we still have a long way to fall.

Multiple scenarios for global war

Dr. Victor Davis Hanson – Senior Fellow in Residence in Classics and Military History at Hoover Institution, Stanford University, (Resistnet.com, December 7, 2009, “Change, Weakness, Disaster, Obama: Answers from Victor Davis Hanson,” Interview with the Oregon Patriots, pg. http://www.resistnet.com/group/oregon/forum/topics/change-weakness-disaster-obama/showLastReply)

BC: Are we currently sending a message of weakness to our foes and allies? Can anything good result from President Obama’s marked submissiveness before the world?
Dr. Hanson: Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc.
BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage?
Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when. 

And Lack of China Cooperation is killing NASA’s Credibility and Leadership

Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese -- serves as Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the U.S. Naval War College. Previously, she was on the faculty at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama; and the Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law at the University of Central Florida. Dr. Johnson-Freese has testified before the U.S. Congress on several occasions regarding Chinese space activities and space security issues generally. She is on the editorial board of China Security and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Dr. Johnson-Freese’s most recent book is entitled ‘Space as a Strategic Asset’, 6/10/11 by Columbia University Press, (“China’s Space Ambitions”, www.ifri.org/downloads/China_Space_Johnson_Freese.pdf, Caplan)

Rarely do US attempts at isolating countries – ally or competitor – succeed without unexpected, and negative, consequences. The Atomic Energy Act of 1946 restricted data sharing from the Manhattan Project with allies including Britain, resulting in a significant wartime rift and leading to Britain developing their own bomb. After the infamous Cox Commission Report in 1999 which investigated charges of theft and illegal satellite technology transfer to China, the US attempted to block dual-use satellite technology from sale or launch there. As a result, European space industries that had been niche providers developed much broader capabilities so they could circumvent US prohibitions. US companies have lost business and the globalization of technology marches on. For many years, Chinese politicians considered there would be geostrategic benefits to be derived from being a partner on the ISS, symbolic of the “international family of spacefaring nations.” The United States stiff-arming them from involvement is a factor behind China now developing its own space station. So what does a legislative prohibition such as this achieve? It is pile-on evidence that the United States, or at least some of the Congress, is oblivious to the state of the world and the US position in it. That is not a declaration of US “decline,” another popular though misplaced cry frequently heard. It simply says that, realistically, the gap between the US and countries such as China (and India, and Brazil) that were once “developing” and are now increasingly “developed” world has shrunk – which is to the benefit of the US if one believes that security risks largely originate in underdeveloped areas not connected to the globalized world. It will likely be read internationally with a certain degree of bemusement; Congress now declaring who NASA can talk to and who it can’t, as though snubbing China will either result in a change in the Chinese domestic policies (such as human rights) of concern to Congressional supporters of the ban, or inhibit its space plans. While the ban only covered expenditures through September 30, 2011, it could be an issue in Fiscal Year 2012 as well since Representative Frank Wolk (R-VA), a fierce critic of China and chair of the House spending committee that oversees NASA and several science agencies, and other committee Republicans, are clearly focused on the issue. Tetchy exchanges between ban supporters and presidential science advisor John Holdren occurred at subsequent Congressional hearings on the FY 2012 budget when Holdren stated that the ban did not apply to the President’s ability to conduct foreign policy. Wolf and company pushed back against anything that would provide a loophole for presidential discretion in working with China, tacitly threatening future NASA funding if the intent of their ban were to be evaded. After a hiatus following the Cox Commission Report, small gestures of space outreach between the US and China began with NASA Administrator Mike Griffin’s 2006 trip to China during the Bush Administration, though the overall US policy toward China on cooperation remained largely negative. While the Obama Administration has been much more generally positive about cooperation, including with China, there have been no US-China cooperative programs put on the table by either side to consider, nor are any apparently in the works. Since 2006, US-China space cooperation has been treading water at best, so why the need now to make this bold, and pointless, political statement is unclear. Perhaps supporters were just waving a “pay attention to us” flag at NASA regarding any potential future plans, though if that was the case there were certainly other ways to send that message while still considering the broader aspects of US strategic communication. What is clear, however, is that other countries have no such compunction as the US about working with China – indeed many are anxious to have the opportunity to work with a country they see as more open to partnerships, rather than the sub-contractor status some ISS “partners” have felt the US afforded them. There may be little need to bar the door to countries wanting to work with the US on space activities, as there may soon be fewer and fewer countries knocking. Congress and the Administration working together to refocus the US space program, including realistic cooperation, would go further to maintain US space leadership than pointless isolation gestures. 

Mars is the Only Program that can Revitalize NASA and garner the public support to Reinvigorate Obama 

Loren Thompson -- Chief Financial Officer – Lexington Institute, (Lexington Institute, April 2011, “Human Spaceflight”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/HumanSpaceflight-Mars.pdf, Caplan)
The National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s human spaceflight program is one of the greatest scientific achievements in history.  However, the program has been slowly dying since the Challenger Space Shuttle disaster 25 years ago.  Faltering political support, failed technologies and competing claims on an under-funded federal budget have made it difficult to sustain a coherent program from administration to administration.  The Obama Administration has offered a bold plan for nudging human spaceflight out of its decaying orbit, but the plan received only mixed support in Congress and looks unlikely to sustain political momentum over the long term. Although NASA consumes less than one-percent of the federal budget, it does not connect well with the current economic or social agendas of either major political party.  The broad support for the human spaceflight program early in its history was traceable largely to the ideological rivalry between America and Russia that produced the Moon race.  Today, no such external driver exists to sustain support of human spaceflight across the political spectrum.  The program therefore must generate some intrinsic rationale -- some combination of high purpose and tangible benefit -- to secure funding.  Recent efforts at generating a compelling rationale, such as the “flexible path” and “capabilities driven” approaches currently favored by the space agency, are inadequate. They do not resonate with the political culture. In the current fiscal and cultural environment, there is only one goal for the human spaceflight program that has a chance of capturing the popular imagination: Mars.  The Red Planet is by far the most Earth-like object in the known universe beyond the Earth itself, with water, seasons, atmosphere and other features that potentially make it habitable one day by humans.  In addition, its geological characteristics make it a potential treasure trove of insights into the nature of the solar system -- insights directly relevant to what the future may hold for our own world.  And Mars has one other key attraction: it is reachable.  Unlike the hundreds of planets now being discovered orbiting distant stars,  astronauts could actually reach Mars within the lifetime of a person living today, perhaps as soon as  20 years from now. This report makes the case for reorienting NASA’s human spaceflight program to focus on an early manned mission to Mars.  It begins by briefly reviewing the history of the human spaceflight program and explaining why current visions of the program’s future are unlikely to attract sustained political support.  It then describes the appeal of Mars as an ultimate destination, and the range of tangible benefits that human missions there could produce.  It concludes by describing the budgetary resources and scientific tools needed to carry out such missions.  The basic thesis of the report is that human missions to Mars can be accomplished within NASA’s currently projected budgets; that proposed missions to other destinations such as near-Earth asteroids should be reconfigured as stepping-stones to the ultimate goal of the Red Planet; and that if Mars does not become the official goal of the human spaceflight program, then the program will effectively be dead by the end of the current decade.

And NASA credibility independently solves war

Dr. John M. Logsdon - Director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, Research professor of Political Science and International Affairs at George Washington University (GWU, 2009, “Human Space Flight and National Power,” High Frontier, March 2007, Volume 3 Number 2, pg. http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/DrLogsdon_HF_Article.pdf)

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

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

Griffin went even further in his analysis: “Imagine if you will a world of some future time—whether it be 2020 or 2040 or whenever—when some other nations or alliances are capable of reaching and exploring the Moon, or voyaging to Mars, and the United States cannot and does not. Is it even conceivable that in such a world America would still be regarded as a leader among nations, never mind the leader?” He asked “Are we willing to accept those consequences?”12 These remarks have been quoted at some length because they sum up the core argument of this essay—that human space flight, well conceived and well executed, is a valuable source of soft power for the United States. Whether or not direct military or economic benefits flow from having the ability to send people to orbit and beyond, human space flight will continue to make an important contribution to having the rest of the world see the United States as a great country. Pg. 13 


1AC Mars Advantage

Contention 3: Mars

China is uniquely key in Mars cooperation- means no other actor has the tech or attitude

Jonathan Adams 10/28/10 – senior staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor, former corresponding director for Newscom, (The Christian Science Monitor, “China is on path to 'militarization of space”, http://www.csmonitor.com/layout/set/print/content/view/print/332521)

Taipei, Taiwan China looks set to pull ahead in the Asian space race to the moon, putting a spacecraft into lunar orbit Oct. 6 in a preparatory mission for an unmanned moon landing in two or three years.  Chinese engineers will maneuver the craft into an extremely low orbit, 9.5 miles above the moon's surface, so it can take high-resolution photos of a possible landing site.  Basically, China is looking for a good "parking space" for a moon lander, in a less-known area of the moon known as the Bay of Rainbows.  The mission, called Chang'e 2 after a heroine from Chinese folklore who goes to the moon with a rabbit, highlights China's rapidly growing technological prowess, as well as its keen desire for prestige on the world stage. If successful, it will put China a nose ahead of its Asian rivals with similar lunar ambitions – India and Japan – and signal a challenge to the American post-cold-war domination in space.  The Asian space race  Compared with the American and Soviet mad dashes into space in the late 1950s and '60s, Asia is taking its time – running a marathon, not a sprint. "All of these countries witnessed the cold war, and what led to the destruction of the USSR," says Ajey Lele, an expert on Asian space programs at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis in New Delhi, referring to the military and space spending that helped hasten the decline of the Soviet regime. "They understand the value of money and investment, and they are going as per the pace which they can go." But he acknowledged China's edge over India. "They started earlier, and they're ahead of us at this time," he says.  India put the Chandrayaan 1 spacecraft into lunar orbit in 2008, a mission with a NASA payload that helped confirm the presence of water on the moon. It plans a moon landing in a few years' time, and a manned mission as early as 2020 – roughly the same timetable as China.  Japan is also mulling a moonshot, and has branched out into other space exploration, such as the recent Hayabusa mission to an asteroid. Its last lunar orbiter shared the moon with China's first in 2007.  Both Japan's and India's recent missions have been plagued by glitches and technical problems, however, while China's have gone relatively smoothly.  Mr. Lele said the most significant aspect of the Chang'e 2 mission was the attempt at a 9.5-mile-high orbit, a difficult feat. India's own lunar orbiter descended to about 60 miles in 2008, he said, but was forced to return to a more stable, 125-mile-high orbit.  A low orbit will allow for better scouting of future landing sites, said Lele. "They [the Chinese] will require huge amounts of data on landing grounds," said Lele. "A moon landing hasn't been attempted since the cold war."  During the famed 1969 Apollo 11 manned mission to the moon, astronaut Neil Armstrong had to take control of the lander in the last moments of descent to avoid large moon boulders strewn around the landing site. China hopes to avoid any such last-minute surprises with better reconnaissance photos, which would allow them to see moon features such as rocks as small as one-meter across, according to Chinese media.  Is China's space exploration a military strategy?  Meanwhile, some have pointed out that China's moonshot, like all space programs, has valuable potential military offshoots. China's space program is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA), which is steadily gaining experience in remote communication and measurement, missile technology, and antisatellite warfare through missions like Chang'e 2.  The security implications of China's space program are not lost on India, Japan, or the United States.  The Pentagon notes that China, through its space program, is exploring ways to exploit the US military's dependence on space in a conflict scenario – for example, knocking out US satellites in the opening hours of a crisis over Taiwan.  "China is developing the ability to attack an adversary's space assets, accelerating the militarization of space," the Pentagon said in its latest annual report to Congress on China's military power. "PLA writings emphasize the necessity of 'destroying, damaging, and interfering with the enemy's reconnaissance ... and communications satellites.' "More broadly, some in the US see China's moon and mars programs as evidence that it has a long-range strategic view that's lacking in Washington, leading policymakers to believe that China is the only option when it comes to the U.S. cooperatively exploring space.  The US has a reconnaissance satellite in lunar orbit now, but President Obama appears to have put off the notion of a manned return to the moon.  With China slowly but surely laying the groundwork for a long-term lunar presence, some fear the US may one day find itself lapped –"like the tale of the tortoise and the hare," says Dean Cheng, an expert on China's space program at the Heritage Foundation in Washington. "I have to wonder whether the United States, concerned with far more terrestrial issues, and with its budget constraints, is going to decide to make similarly persistent investments to sustain its lead in space."

A mission to Mars would establish a colony that would ensure long-term species survival

Federal News Service – hierarchal U.S. federal service for Washington transcripts, (3/10/11, U.S. Federal News Service “Time Is Now For Human Mission To Mars Say Book Contributors”, parts taken from a University of Arizona press release, http://www.lexisnexis.com:80/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12244753475&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=26&resultsUrlKey=29_T1224475

3447&cisb=22_T12244755339&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=282801&docNo=26)

More than 1,000 queue up for 'one-way ticket' "," write the editors of "A One Way Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet," a collection of articles published in book form this month by the Journal of Cosmology. "The overall message of this volume is not just that going to Mars is a worthwhile scientific program and a great adventure worthy of Homo sapiens It is that we can begin the project now," write the editors, astrobiologists Paul Davies of Arizona State University and Dirk Schulze-Makuch of Washington State University. "I truly believe that the exploration and eventual colonization of Mars is a critical step toward the long-term survival of our species, and this book, laying out the plan toward this endeavor, is a significant move in the right direction" said professor Schulze-Makuch, director of the Laboratory for Astrobiological Investigations and Space Mission Planning in the School of Earth and Environmental Sciences at Washington State University. "This book provides us with a road map for how we can accomplish one of the major upcoming challenges for humankind," Schulze-Makuch said. This is not the first collaboration by Schulze-Makuch and Davies. The two authored "To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars," which appeared last October in the Journal of Cosmology. Their article attracted massive interest worldwide and launched the idea for a smaller sequel to the journal's 970-page volume "The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet." "The dream of humans going to Mars is a recurring theme of the scientific age," said professor Davies, founding director of the BEYOND Center for Fundamental Concerts in Science at Arizona State University, where he teaches in the Department of Physics in the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences. "To make this dream a reality requires an audacious plan: to send humans with a one-way ticket," Davies said. "We are not talking about a suicide mission. Our plan is to put four astronauts on Mars to do great science, and build a base camp for others to follow. "These trailblazers will be resupplied from Earth, and eventually joined by additional colonists. It will be the first step in building a permanent human presence on the Red Planet," said Davies. According to Davies and Schulze-Makuch, the huge advantage of a one-way mission is the enormous savings in costs and the long-term commitment required to space exploration, particularly Mars exploration. They write that by cutting out the return journey, the budget can be slashed by 80 percent, bringing a Mars mission within the reach of a consortium of space agencies and private operators. "The lure of possible microbial life on Mars, which could have stunning consequences for our science and our understanding of our place in the universe is a major motivation for such a mission," said Davies. "But the ultimate goal is to create a self-sustaining human colony on another planet as a safeguard for humanity should a mega-disaster occur on Earth." Would anyone be bold enough to volunteer for such a one-way mission? "My inbox has been overflowing with messages from people eager to go. Some of them distinguished scientists," said Davies. Davies and Schulze-Makuch write in the introduction of the book: "Since the chapters in this volume appeared in journal form last year, we have been inundated with inquiries by hopeful people from all walks of life eager to obtain a one-way ticket, more than a thousand to date." The volunteers include children, seniors in retirement, military professionals, computer science students and homemakers. One of the writers is M.K.D., a 27-year-old male from Brazil. "believe that humans should explore the universe as a way to ensure our survival as a species....I would love to be a part of this mission and be one of the first men and women who will begin the colonization of Mars, and prepare the way for future generations of explorers." Another, T.S., a 66-year old male, wrote: "Unlike many applicants perhaps, I like this planet. It's been a nice home. I've been to all of the continents, even Antarctica. I only mention that to help you better understand my position. It's just that at this stage of my life I feel I can do more. I'm sixty-six. What better way to wind down my life than to do something extraordinarily beneficial for mankind by helping him to understand another world? And in doing so to perhaps better understand his own." Excerpts from what some others who are seeking a ticket for a one-way mission to Mars wrote: "I would go to colonize the planet Mars. I am 45 and nearing the appropriate age and also I feel a registered nurse would be a great asset to the project. I would like to be considered for the project when the time comes." "I am a police officer from NYC and would volunteer for a one way mission to Mars. If I could convince my wife to come of course. Sign me up and I'll work on her." "Life on Mars - just think about it. No human being has ever been there. We've been trying to uncover its mysteries for years. There is the possibility of discovering life on a planet besides our Earth. My name is C.H. and I am a sixteen year old male for the United States of America." "The only qualifying reasons I have for going is I feel we need to continue the space program because of the benefits for all humankind. My experience (is) in the military, leadership abilities, and I am a clergy member of the United Methodist Church, in other words a spiritual advisor, and all that goes with being a pastor." "Mars is the future of humanity. Living on Earth may not be possible two or three hundred years from now and that might not be curable, so we have to seriously start thinking about a plan B....As a volunteer I think that this is my chance to do something good for humanity and for self. I'm a 22 year old guy, I live in Syria." In addition to these chapters, the nearly 400-page book begins with a chapter laying out arguments to immediately begin a series of missions to colonize Mars. Authored by Robert Zubrin, president of the Mars Society, the chapter argues that issues like radiation and low gravity can be overcome. In the last chapter, Schulze-Makuch, Davies and Joseph Gabriel of cosmology.com, vision a life on Mars after the completion of a series of one-way missions, perhaps a century from now.

Colonization of Mars is key to preserve human life – it mitigates nuclear and biological war, natural disasters, warming, and ecological collapse: means the aff. outweighs even in a worst case scenario

Nicholas K. Geranios – staff writer at the associated press (MSNBC, November 15, 2010, “Scientists propose one-way trips to Mars”, )

For anyone who’s ever felt the urge to get away from it all, Dirk Schulze-Makuch and Paul Davies have a proposal: a one-way ticket to Mars with no possibility of return. You and a stranger would board a spacecraft and travel for six months — absorbing levels of radiation so high that your reproductive organs would be destroyed — before arriving at your new planet. There you would live in an ice cave, or perhaps inside a biosphere adjoining a cave, for the rest of your life (which, incidentally, would be 20 years or less). Two other Earth ex-pats would arrive in their own craft, and together the four of you would prepare a home for 150 more people, most of whom would arrive decades after your death. Sound enticing? It does to many people, say Mr. Davies, of Arizona State University, and Mr. Schulze-Makuch, of Washington State University. The two scientists lay out their plan in a paper titled “To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars,” in the October-November issue of the Journal of Cosmology. “A human mission to Mars is technologically feasible,” the men write, “but hugely expensive.” They say that the price tag of such an undertaking could be slashed by as much as 80 percent by doing away with the hassle of worrying about getting the astronauts back to Earth. Drastically reducing the cost could make the colonization of Mars a near-term possibility. “We are a vulnerable species living in a part of the galaxy where cosmic events such as major asteroid and comet impacts and supernova explosions pose a significant threat to life on Earth, especially to human life,” the scientists write. ”Global pandemics, nuclear or biological warfare, runaway global warming, sudden ecological collapse and supervolcanoes” threaten the existence of humankind. “Colonization of other worlds is a must if the human species is to survive for the long term,” they write. Settlements on Earth’s moon or on asteroids could also be feasible, the scientists say, but the Red Planet is the best candidate for colonization. It is relatively close to Earth and it may have ice caves, which could supply the colonists with water and oxygen. After pitching their proposal in lectures and at conferences, Mr. Davies and Mr. Schulze-Makuc say they have found no shortage of people who say they would volunteer for a one-way mission, “both for reasons of scientific curiosity and in a spirit of adventure and human destiny.” The Martian colonists “would remain in constant contact with Earth via normal channels such as email, radio and video links,” the scientists say, so you could stay in touch with the relatives, check Facebook, and yes, read Tweed. So what about it? Would you volunteer? Why or why not? If not, is there someone else you’d like to send to Mars? Let us know in the comments below.


1AC China Advantage – Long Version

Contention 1 is China

China is militarizing space – a failure of the U.S. to respond kills space leadership, nuclear deterrence, and leads to a space arms race

Richard D. Fisher -- a senior fellow at the International Assessment and Strategy Center in Alexandria, Va, (1/20/11, article, Caplan)

China's Jan. 11 test of exoatmospheric missile interception is worth paying attention to—especially in Washington. It isn't just an early step toward development of a missile-defense system; it's also a signal of a radical change in the country's stance on the militarization of space. The United States should take this as a wake-up call that in the long term, China intends to challenge its strategic superiority in aerospace. The People's Liberation Army publicly unveiled its new strategy as part of the Air Force's 60th anniversary in November last year. It appears that this strategy was formulated in 2004, but the world did not learn about it until PLA Air Force Commander General Xu Qiliang summarized it as "effecting air and space integration, possessing capabilities for both offensive and defensive operations." Meanwhile, Chinese diplomats continued to hew to the line set down in 1985 by the late leader Deng Xiaoping, when he told former U.S. President Richard Nixon that China "is against whoever goes in for development of outer space weapons." China started an intensive diplomatic and propaganda campaign against American missile defense programs. Most recently Beijing added its vocal assistance to Vladimir Putin's intimidation campaign, which succeeded in helping to convince current U.S. President Barack Obama to reverse his predecessor's commitment to build ground-based defenses in Europe against Iran's Chinese-aided nuclear missile threat. Today, China is beginning to shed the cloak of deception over its own missile-defense efforts, and has all but declared its intention to build an aerospace power to rival that of the U.S. After General Xu's statements, Chinese media commentaries explained that the new aerospace strategy emerged from Communist Party leader and PLA commander Hu Jintao's December 2004 call for the PLA to implement new "historic missions," which include defending China's international interests. The PLA Air Force in particular will shift from being a "campaign air force" for theater-level wars (such as against Taiwan) in cooperation with the Army, Navy and Second Artillery missile force, to a "strategic air force" increasingly capable of independent action farther from home.  Of particular importance is the PLA's willingness to publicly justify a space combat mission. While it is not yet clear which service will lead this mission, the PLA Air Force is the most vocal booster. In an Oct. 31 interview, General Xu stated that "competition among armed forces is moving toward the space-air domain and is extending from the aviation domain to near space and even deep space . . . having control of space and air means having control of the ground, the seas and oceans, and the electromagnetic space, which also means having the strategic initiative in one's hands . . ." General Xu's candor forced the Foreign Ministry to inveigh the following month: "We oppose the weaponization of outer space or a space arms race . . ." But even some Chinese scoff at this self-serving propaganda. Also in November, a Chinese military expert stated that as long as "hegemonism" (code for the U.S.) maintains primacy in space, "air-and-space non-militarization is merely people's naive illusion, or just a slogan and banner." This isn't the first warning to Washington. In 2006, the PLA used ground-based lasers to "dazzle" a U.S. satellite, and in January 2007 demonstrated a ground-launched satellite interception. Last November, Chinese experts noted that the PLA may develop "assassin" satellites and "laser-armed" satellites, and reported China may already be developing an "orbital bomber." The PLA may also consider placing military assets on the moon—the first "Chang'e Three" moon lander may be equipped with a small radar and laser range-finder for "scientific" missions. The strict military-civilian "dual use" policy governing China's space program may mean that future larger unmanned Moon bases could be used to locate and target U.S. deep-space satellites that provide warning of missile strikes. It's already public knowledge that China is now developing or deploying four new nuclear-armed intercontinental land-mobile and sea-based nuclear missiles. The key variable is whether the PLA will equip these missiles with multiple warheads, as some Asia sources have suggested to me, which could conceivably allow China quickly to achieve 400 or more warheads. These same sources also estimate a national missile-defense capability could emerge before the mid-2020s. China is upgrading its aerospace capabilities closer to earth, too. Since the November PLA Air Force anniversary, PLA leaders have stated that China's fifth-generation fighter could fly "soon" and be in service by 2017-19, exceeding a recent U.S. government estimate by about a decade. Other Chinese sources speculate the PLA may build 300 of these fighters. As China signals its intention to build space-combat capabilities, increase the size and survivability of its nuclear missile forces, and build new fifth-generation air combat systems, the Obama administration is signaling retreat on the same fronts. Having declared his disdain for "Cold War" weapons in early 2009, it is unlikely that Mr. Obama will begin U.S. space-combat programs that could match and deter China in space. If anything, in fact, U.S. officials convey an indifference to China's aggressive intent. In early 2009, Mr. Obama reduced the limited number of ground-based missile interceptors to be based in Alaska and terminated a theater missile-defense program to enable one interceptor to shoot down multiple warheads. By August, the administration had defeated a Congressional attempt to extend production beyond 187 of the Lockheed Martin F-22, the premier U.S. fifth-generation jet fighter. Continuing this course risks sacrificing the air superiority in Asia the U.S. has purchased through great sacrifice. If the PLA is able to attack U.S. space assets, it can limit the U.S. military's ability to detect and respond to PLA movements.  Should China decide to increase its warhead numbers to the hundreds and defend them, the U.S. nuclear deterrent extended to Japan and other allies will lose its credibility. And if a larger number of PLA fifth-generation air-superiority fighters is able to overwhelm a lesser number of U.S. F-22s, then U.S. naval forces and bases in the Western Pacific will be more vulnerable to PLA air and missile strikes. As a new U.S. administration tries to "move beyond the Cold War," primarily by limiting U.S. military power, China is signaling its intent to start an arms race. An American failure to respond would constitute a retreat from leadership. Asians will then face two unpalatable choices: accommodate China or obtain their own military deterrence. Both would increase political instability and in turn threaten the region's economic growth. 

Nuclear deterrence is key to solve multiple scenarios for extinction

Mark Schneider -- senior Analyst with the National Institute for Public Policy, Ph.D in history at the University of Southern California and JD from George Washington University, former senior officer in the DoD in positions relating to arms control and nuclear weapons policy, (July 2008 , “The Future of the U.S. Nuclear Deterrent,” Comparative Strategy 27.4, Ebsco)

Today, the United States, the world's only superpower with global responsibilities, is the only nuclear weapons state that is seriously debating (admittedly largely inside the beltway) about whether the United States should retain a nuclear deterrent. By contrast, the British Labour Government has decided to retain and modernize its nuclear deterrent. In every other nuclear weapons state—Russia, China, France, India, Pakistan, and allegedly Israel—there is general acceptance of the need for a nuclear deterrent and its modernization. Amazingly, the United States is the only nuclear-armed nation that is not modernizing its nuclear deterrent. Distinguished former leaders such a George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger, and Sam Nunn, despite the manifest failure of arms control to constrain the weapons of mass destruction (WMD) threat, call for “A world free of Nuclear Weapons” because “… the United States can address almost all of its military objectives by non-nuclear means.”1 This view ignores the monumental verification problems involved and the military implication of different types of WMD—chemical and biological (CBW) attack, including the advanced agents now available to potential enemies of the United States and our allies. A U.S. nuclear deterrent is necessary to address existing threats to the very survival of the U.S., its allies, and its armed forces if they are subject to an attack using WMD. As former Secretary of Defense Harold Brown and former Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch wrote in The Wall Street Journal, “However, the goal, even the aspirational goal, of eliminating all nuclear weapons is counterproductive. It will not advance substantive progress on nonproliferation; and it risks compromising the value that nuclear weapons continue to contribute, through deterrence, to U.S. security and international stability.”2 Why can't the United States deter WMD (nuclear, chemical, biological) attack with conventional weapons? The short answer is that conventional weapons can't deter a WMD attack because of their minuscule destructiveness compared with WMD, which are thousands to millions of times as lethal as conventional weapons. Existing WMD can kill millions to hundreds of millions of people in an hour, and there are national leaders who would use them against us if all they had to fear was a conventional response. The threat of nuclear electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack, as assessed by a Congressional Commission in 2004, is so severe that one or at most a handful of EMP attacks could demolish industrial civilization in the United States.3 The view that conventional weapons can replace nuclear weapons in deterrence or warfighting against a state using WMD is not technically supportable. Precision-guided conventional weapons are fine substitutes for non-precision weapons, but they do not remotely possess the lethality of WMD warheads. Moreover, their effectiveness in some cases can be seriously degraded by counter-measures and they clearly are not effective against most hard and deeply buried facilities that are associated with WMD threats and national leadership protection. If deterrence of WMD attack fails, conventional weapons are unlikely to terminate adversary WMD attacks upon us and our allies or to deter escalation. Are there actual existing threats to the survival of the United States? The answer is unquestionably “yes.” Both Russia and China have the nuclear potential to destroy the United States (and our allies) and are modernizing their forces with the objective of targeting the United States.4 China is also increasing the number of its nuclear weapons.5 Russia is moving away from democracy, and China remains a Communist dictatorship. A number of hostile dictatorships—North Korea, Iran, and possibly Syria—have or are developing longer-range missiles, as well as chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons.6 They already have the ability to launch devastating WMD attacks against our allies and our forward deployed forces, and in time may acquire capabilities against the United States. Iran will probably have nuclear weapons within approximately 2 to 5 years.7 The United States already faces a chemical and biological weapons threat despite arms control prohibitions. Due to arms control, we do not have an in-kind deterrent. Both Iranian and Syria acquisition of nuclear weapons could be affected by sales from North Korea, which have been reported in the press.8

Space arms race leads to accidental nuclear war

Sherwood Ross -- reporter for the Chicago Daily News, (“Space Race Increasing Risk of Nuclear War,” Atlantic Free Press, Saturday, April 09, 2009, pg. )

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

By 2025, the space capabilities of the leading space powers---the U.S., Russia, India and China---will be roughly equal “due to information sharing in a globalized economy,” says noted space researcher Matt Hoey in an exclusive interview. Hoey is international military space technology forecaster who provides analysis on issues related to technology proliferation and arms control. He is also a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies and has contributed to publications such as the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists and the Space Review. Through their military and commercial research facilities, the world’s military powers are pursuing development of a reusable, unmanned, hypersonic, space-strike delivery platform that “would permit rapid precision strikes worldwide in 120 minutes or less,” Hoey said. The strike platform could loiter in near-space or in low earth orbit and assault terrestrial targets at incredible speed “with a nuclear or conventional payload and then return to any base in the world on demand,” he explained. While “there will not be a dedicated ‘space war’ in our lifetimes or our children’s,” Hoey said, “we are likely to witness acts of space warfare being committed…in concert with other theatres of combat” on land, sea, and air and cyber space.”

Hoey said his research analysis suggests: “Back and forth escalation regarding military space capabilities would fuel each nation’s respective space industries as would commercial space races driven by national pride.” “If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades,” Hoey continued. “The military space race will serve the defense industry much like the cold war and this is already being witnessed in relation to missile defense systems.” Hoey pointed out the arms control community “is still trying to put the nuclear genie from decades ago back in the bottle” and adds “once this new genie(space war) is out it is not going back in anytime soon, either.” The five treaties governing space “are highly outdated,” Hoey said, notably the milestone “Outer Space Treaty” of 1967. Theoretically, the U.S. is also bound by The National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 that declares our “activities in space should be devoted to peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind.” (Rep. Dennis Kucinich(D-Ohio), in introducing a bill to ban the weaponization of space, charged the Bush administration with breaking with that policy by “putting weapons in outer space to give the U.S. the power to control the world.” Kucinich charged “the Air Force is seeking permission to put both offensive and defensive weapons in space.”) Hoey said the research community is expecting space warfare systems to come from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency(DARPA) and the Air Force Research Laboratories (AFRL). But instead of doing straight military R&D in-house, the Pentagon is funding civilian research that has dual-purpose use capabilities---civilian applications as well as military. Because military space race technologies are the same as those needed to explore the heavens, service the international space station and defend against threats from near earth objects, the civilian-military partnerships “present the most challenging dilemma for the arms control community,” Hoey said. That’s because arms control proponents cannot object to their military applications without also opposing “technologies that benefit mankind.” And he warned this will continue to be the case as long as existing treaties fail to differentiate between commercial and military space technology. Because their overlap is “overwhelming,” Hoey noted, in that “systems that destroy can also create and facilitate discoveries,” it behooves the international arms control community to act before our military and commercial industries become “inextricably integrated with military space systems and unable to extract themselves.” Hoey said the defense community is actively scouting students still enrolled in high school who have demonstrated a talent in aerospace, cryptology and computer security for military research, “in an attempt to compete with emerging science and technology rivals such as China and India.” This would place future generations who dream of discoveries on a fast track towards the defense industry, Hoey said, even if they land jobs in the private sector. As dual-usage progresses, far more space technology roads will lead to careers that contribute to the development space warfare-enabling technologies.
Companies engaged in nanotechnology, robotics and Artificial Intelligence are also being wooed by the military with fat checks, Hoey said. “These (space exploration and space warfare) systems are being developed through multi-tiered collaborations that include NASA, the Defense Department, universities, big defense contractors and small space start- ups. “The work force consists of military scientists and engineers, students, scientists, and even foreign nationals” ultimately enabling technology proliferation globally.
For an arms control community that is focusing primarily on banning specific space weapons currently in development, nearing deployment, and in some cases already deployed, efforts should also be focused towards lobbying the international community to begin establishing rules of the road that differentiate between peaceful commercial space technologies and destructive military space applications before the lines between the two are irreversibly blurred, Hoey urged. By doing so, “next generation space warfare systems and space security threats can, as a result, be prevented long before they have a chance to further undermine peace in outer space and increase the probability of nuclear war,” he said.

These tensions threaten the relationship – threatens full-scale war

John Chan – frequent contributor to Global Research, political analyst with WSW (2/22/11, "US threatens “military option” against China over space arms race," http://www.wsws.org/articles/2011/feb2011/usch-f22.shtml, RG)

US diplomatic cables released by WikiLeaks and published by the British Telegraph reveal that Washington has threatened military action against China’s anti-satellite and anti-ballistic missile systems. , the threat,   has recently been reinforced by a new 10-year US National Security Space Strategy, released on February 4.

 secret cables demonstrate deep concern  about China’s capacity to destroy the satellites upon which the US military depends heavily navigation, surveillance and precision-guidance weapons. The documents reveal aggressive messages from Washington to Beijing over the past three years. The cables relate to three sets of missile tests. On January 112007, China launched a SC-19 missile to destroy an old weather satellite 850 kilometres above the earth. On February 18 2008,  Bush  ordered a cruiser  to fire a SM-3 interceptor missile to destroy , a spy satellite  2010, China launched another SC-19 missile to intercept a Chinese medium-range ballistic missile Leaked files from the US embassy in China dated January 6, 2008, disclosed that the US had requested its major allies, , to join a coordinated diplomatic campaign against China’s , accusing China of “militarising” outer space. , the $30 million operation aimed to send a message to China. 2008 démarche to China, , contained an explicit threat that “any purposeful interference with US space systems will be  considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict.”  US reserved the right “to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military”. This would . China refused to accept the US position that its  (NMD) program was “defensive” . Minister He argued that the US program would “break the global balance” because the US already had the greatest offensive military capabilities and the NMD would undercut the deterrence abilities of other states. . Russia and China regarded the NMD as  aggressive 

These tensions have been exacerbated since Obama took office. The White House embarked on an even more aggressive course toward China,  In an indirect warning to China, the Pentagon declares: “We believe it is in the interests of all space-faring nations to avoid hostility in space. In spite of this, some actors may still believe counterspace actions could provide military advantage.” The report said the US military “must deny and defeat an adversary’s ability to achieve its objectives”. , the US may carry out pre-emptive strikes on Chinese anti-satellite systems as a means to deny China the capacity to attack the US space arsenal. US  the US “retains the option to respond in self-defence to attacks in space, and the response may not be in space, either”. From sharp but secret exchanges between the two governments, the US belligerence to China’s satellite and missile programs has been made public via the NSSS report, itself an indicator of the emerging danger of war between the US and China.
China war escalates and goes nuclear

Lee J. Hunkovic -- professor at American Military University, (“The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”, American Military University, 2009, p.54)

A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most dominant members. If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat. In any case, if China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it. However, China, Taiwan and United States are the primary actors in this scenario, whose actions will determine its eventual outcome, therefore, other countries will not be considered in this study. 

That causes extinction

Mitsuo Takai -- retired colonel and former researcher in the military science faculty of the Staff College for Japan’s Ground Self Defense Force, (2009, “U.S.-China nuclear strikes would spell doomsday”, October 7, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/07/us-china_nuclear_strikes_would_spell_doomsday/7213/, Caplan)

What would happen if China launched its 20 Dongfeng-5 (ICBMs) intercontinental ballistic missiles, each with a 5-megaton warhead, at 20 major U.S. cities? Prevailing opinion in Washington D.C. until not so long ago was that the raids would cause over 40 million casualties, annihilating much of the United States. In order to avoid such a doomsday scenario, consensus was that the United States would have to eliminate this potential threat at its source with preemptive strikes on China. But cool heads at institutions such as the Federation of American Scientists and the National Resource Defense Council examined the facts and produced their own analyses in 2006, which differed from the hard-line views of their contemporaries. The FAS and NRDC developed several scenarios involving nuclear strikes over ICBM sites deep in the Luoning Mountains in China’s western province of Henan, and analyzed their implications. One of the scenarios involved direct strikes on 60 locations – including 20 main missile silos and decoy silos – hitting each with one W76-class, 100-kiloton multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle carried on a submarine-launched ballistic missile. In order to destroy the hardened silos, the strikes would aim for maximum impact by causing ground bursts near the silos' entrances. Using air bursts similar to the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki would not be as effective, as the blasts and the heat would dissipate extensively. In this scenario, the 6 megatons of ground burst caused by the 60 attacks would create enormous mushroom clouds over 12 kilometers high, composed of radioactive dirt and debris. Within 24 hours following the explosions, deadly fallout would spread from the mushroom clouds, driven by westerly winds toward Nanjing and Shanghai. They would contaminate the cities' residents, water, foodstuff and crops, causing irreversible damage. The impact of a 6-megaton nuclear explosion would be 360 times more powerful than the Hiroshima bomb, killing not less than 4 million people. Such massive casualties among non-combatants would far exceed the military purpose of destroying the enemy's military power. This would cause political harm and damage the United States’ ability to achieve its war aims, as it would lose international support. On the other hand, China could retaliate against U.S. troops in East Asia, employing intermediate-range ballistic missiles including its DF-3, DF-4 and DF-21 missiles, based in Liaoning and Shandong provinces, which would still be intact. If the United States wanted to destroy China's entire nuclear retaliatory capability, U.S. forces would have to employ almost all their nuclear weapons, causing catastrophic environmental hazards that could lead to the annihilation of mankind. Accordingly, the FAS and NRDC conclusively advised U.S. leaders to get out of the vicious cycle of nuclear competition, which costs staggering sums, and to promote nuclear disarmament talks with China. Such advice is worth heeding by nuclear hard-liners. 

Miscommunication with china risks war – only US offering cooperation over major space initiatives can solve

Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese -- serves as Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the U.S. Naval War College. Previously, she was on the faculty at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama; and the Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law at the University of Central Florida. Dr. Johnson-Freese has testified before the U.S. Congress on several occasions regarding Chinese space activities and space security issues generally. She is on the editorial board of China Security and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Dr. Johnson-Freese’s most recent book is entitled ‘Space as a Strategic Asset’, released in March 2007 by Columbia University Press, (2007, “China’s Space Ambitions”, www.ifri.org/downloads/China_Space_Johnson_Freese.pdf, Caplan)
As stated at the beginning of this paper, disagreements among Western analysts on what space capabilities China has or is developing are far less than disagreements about why. Part of the problem is cultural. The Chinese, like many Asians, see information as a commodity to be shared sparingly. They simply do not willingly, indeed eagerly, share information with others on all topics as is the propensity in the West. Beyond that cultural trait, information about space falls into the security realm, bringing it into the purview of laws protecting state secrets. Because what is and what is not protected is not always clear, “better to be safe than sorry” is the general rule. Add to that a heavy dose of bureaucratic compartmentalization within the Chinese government system resulting in one hand not knowing what the other is doing – glaring evident after the January 2007 ASAT test – and complaints about a lack of transparency from China ring true. The Chinese did realize that if they wanted favorable global publicity about the Shenzhou manned missions they had to be more forthright about their program and plans, and allow press access. With each mission, they got better about allowing press to cover the events. Old habits die hard though, and even during NASA Administrator Mike Griffin‘s trip to China in 2006, there were problems. Griffin and his party were to visit the Jiquan launch site. At the last minute they were told that they would be allowed to go, but basically only get a bus tour of the facilities. The party declined, deciding that the trade-off between the time it would take to get to the Gobi desert site versus what they would see would not make the time spent worth it. Griffin was gracious in his press conference comments about the cancellation of that part of the itinerary, noting the launch site is a military facility and that as a NASA delegation they could only accept invitations offered,29 but it was clear something had gone amiss. Likely one bureaucracy, including the military, was not talking to the other. After the 2007 ASAT test and the worldwide condemnation that followed, China reacted badly. Not only was it not forthcoming with an explanation, but subsequently it seems to have taken a step back in terms of transparency and acting as a responsible member of the family of spacefaring nations. China cancelled the 25th meeting of the Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination (IADC) Committee meeting scheduled for April 2007, only weeks – days – before it was scheduled to begin. Apparently, the A - 24 Chinese were concerned that the meeting would turn into a forum to criticize China for its ASAT test and the debris created. Delegates had, however, already purchased tickets and made reservations and China provided no good explanation for the cancellation. These are the kinds of actions that make other countries questions China’s willingness and ability to act – even on simple matters – as a responsible member of the international community. A problem that seems to be gaining both increasing awareness and increasing frequency is that of miscommunication, either deliberate or unintentional. First, there is an increasing number of publications and information sources coming out of China now than in the past, when everything could be assumed state approved. That being the case, there is increasing instances of documents or information sources being misinterpreted as indicating government views, when they did not, and with mistranslations that conferred very different meanings to communications than perhaps intended. Gregory Kulacki and David Wright at the Union of Concerned Scientists in the United States have made it a point of trying to correct some of the more egregious wrongs,30 but errors seem to just keep coming. More disturbingly, these miscommunications seem to be used by the U.S. government in their analyses both of China’s capabilities and their intentions. World Security Institute China Program Director Eric Hagt, speaking before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission on March 30, 2007, raised that point in his testimony, stating the danger. “Misinterpretation based on problematic analysis and translation could lead to a worsening of U.S. security in space through misjudgment and overreaction.” 31 There is a reciprocal problem on the Chinese side as well. While the difference between a government policy statement, an opinion voiced in The New York Times, and a blog article may be apparent to Americans, as the difference between a government statement, a Le Monde article, and a blogger’s opinion would be in France, the Chinese can have difficulty determining the credibility of sources in the West. This entire issue is exacerbated by the deluge of information, good and bad, available on the web. All parties must get better at sharing and interpreting information. To do that, communication of all sorts – but particularly in person, where questions can be asked – must be encouraged. While contacts and connections between China and much of the rest of the world have steadily increased over the past ten years, the same has not been true with the United States, where it is most needed if a security dilemma is to be avoided in the future. Without a clear understanding of what others intend, actions can be taken not ultimately in anyone’s best interests. It can be expected that China will pursue a wide range of space activities, what that means to other countries, particularly the United States, can best be determined through increased direct communication. Admiral William Fallon, speaking in March 2007 about the Chinese ASAT test, stated that China, as a sovereign nation, will sometimes take military measures that others won’t like. “A nation is going to do what they think they need to do.”32 USSTRATCOM Commander General James Cartwright had voiced similar comments in testimony before the House of Representatives earlier in the month. The Chinese ASAT test in January 2007 did not change the geostrategic balance in Asia or globally, or challenge U.S. space superiority. But it did demonstrate both the offensive-defensive range of missile technology, and the limits of that technology. China has long been an advocate of space arms control within the context of Prevention of an Arms Race in Space (PAROS) discussions at the United Nations. China, with Russia, has repeatedly called for a treaty banning space weapons and garnered significant support from other countries, while for the first time in 2005 the United States voted against, rather than abstaining, such a treaty. China’s supportive attitude regarding space arms control is clearly more pragmatic than altruistic. If the United States cannot develop space weapons, then China does not have to spend its limited resources to counter them. Concern in the United States is that China would take advantage of a slowing in U.S. research and development (R&D) efforts to catch up technologically. However, while the United States could likely not test technology subsequent to a space arms control agreement, it is doubtful that R&D would cease. China should be encouraged to denounce further ASAT tests. Because of the difficulties in trying to ban dual-use technologies or even limit its uses, the United States has shunned interest in space arms control. Using the debris issue that drew international outcry after China’s ASAT test as a rallying point, however, an agreement outlawing the deliberate creation of space debris might be both useful and possible. This is an area where the United States would do well to reconsider its position, toward including arms control in its mix of space control efforts, rather than relying exclusively on technological “fixes.” An international Code of Conduct should also be considered, giving space parameters for acceptable behavior much as is the case on the high seas.33 Finally, the best hope for integrating China into nations seeking to promote space for peaceful purposes, is to include China in international partnerships to support the peaceful uses of space. Space is a high cost venture and China’s funds are limited. Encouraging China to participate in programs of our choice, in areas such as environmental monitoring and space science, is a better option than allowing China to focus on perceived threats to which it feels it must respond. While the risk of technology transfer will always be present, at least it will be under U.S. control rather than outside our sphere. Without a monopoly on a particular technology, its spread cannot be stopped, but at best managed. The United States does not have a monopoly on the technology China seeks, and is largely able to obtain elsewhere. In a globalized world – and China is increasingly integrated to the rest of the world economically – countries which are connected with other countries will find it in their own best interests to maintain the system rather than perturb it. Europe is far ahead of the United States in understanding and implementing this premise. While care must be given to how and how fast China is integrated in areas involving dual use technology, it can be done, and will ultimately increase the security of all. 

US-China space coop prevents miscalculation in space

Tracey L. Hayes -- Lieutenant at the US Air Force, (“Proposal for a Cooperative  Space Strategy with China”, 12/06/2009)
Prevent Crisis Escalation. Communication between the U.S. and China on space issues has been limited. Accordingly, there is a great deal of misinterpretation, misrepresentation and poor assumptions made by each side as to their respective intentions in space. The U.S. must not assume it understands the intentions of China and should strive to learn more from China through study and personal interaction. Two Congressmen, Reps. Mark Kirk and Rick Larsen reinforce this idea. They serve as cochairs of the U.S.-China Working Group in the House of Representatives (as of Jan 2006). The working group was formed in Jun 2005 to raise awareness about China among Congressional members and advise them on how to work with the country. Rep. Kirk has stated that “the House view toward China is relentlessly negative and highly misinformed.”119 Lack of communication breeds mutual suspicion and uncertainty. The more informed one is about another nation’s culture, history and normal social behaviors, the more the tide of misperception can be stemmed. Increased dialogue between the U.S. and China would lay the ground work for bilateral security arrangements, force posture and the use of space. Even during the most tenuous times in the Cold War, the U.S. and Russia were able to agree to treaties such as Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty (SALT) and the 1972 ABM Treaty. Although these treaties were arguably the result of a common understanding that national survival was at stake, lessons learned can and should be effectively applied in other situations. Strategic dialogue also helps to “put a face to the name” and increase familiarity between both parties. Over time, such communication will facilitate a shared vocabulary and establish formal and informal guidelines to distinguish between appropriate and destabilizing behavior. Further, data shared between countries would be considered more trustworthy. This would create an atmosphere such that the U.S. may open opportunities to share pertinent information or intelligence on potential anti-U.S. actors to help China assess their future relationships and collaboration with those countries. If agreements between China and the U.S. were made today before a potential “space race” begins, this would help both sides avoid miscalculation by tempering mistrust and uncertainty with a degree of transparency and predictability, thus preventing potential crisis escalation. 

Cooperation is the best option to prevent continued Chinese ASAT technologies

Aaron R. Ressler -- Major, USAF (“Advancing Sino-U.S. Space Cooperation”, Air Command And Staff College Air University Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, April, 09, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA539619)
After reviewing Chinese counterspace capabilities and possible motivations, the question at hand, again, is how can the U.S. make ASAT operations less attractive for China? To not do anything is an option since China broke no laws or treaties.24 But what if China were to pursue continued and even more aggressive ASAT testing? Then there is always the option of multilateral treaties that could be designed to prevent or limit the weaponization of space. While this may appear to be an attractive option, a treaty of this sort could go against the 2006 U.S. National Space Policy which states that the U.S. intends to maintain its freedom to act in space.25 U.S.-China space cooperation could be the ideal answer to deter Chinese counterspace testing and operations without significantly tying the hands of the U.S. with regard to maintaining freedom of action in space. The idea here is gaining a partner versus a competitor. Despite improvement in diplomatic and economic relationships between the U.S. and China, there has been very little initiative from the U.S. in entering into cooperative efforts with China in space activities. In fact, it was reported by Michael Griffin, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s (NASA) current administrator, that the Bush administration failed to approve an “overture to China for a cooperative U.S.-China space mission” in late 2008.26 Opening the doors toward increased cooperation with China in the space endeavor could present some attractive benefits. First and foremost, communication would improve between the two countries on space matters which would be essential in ultimately preventing further uncoordinated direct-ascent ASAT type activities. Currently, there is essentially no dialogue between the U.S. and China regarding military space issues.27 Another advantage of space cooperation is cost. The U.S. and China share similar goals, like returning to the Moon and eventually pursuing a manned mission to Mars. Space is expensive, so why not share resources and capabilities in the pursuit of such activities?

ASAT miscalc risks nuclear war

Geoffrey Forden -- an M.I.T. research associate and a former UN weapons inspector and strategic weapons analyst Congressional Budget Office, (1/10/08, “How China Loses the Coming Space War”, http://blog.wired.com/defense/2008/01/inside-the-chin.html#more)

The United States has five satellites in geostationary orbit that detect missile launches using the heat released from their exhaust plumes.  These satellites are primarily used to alert US nuclear forces to massive nuclear attacks on the homeland.  However, in recent years, they have played an increasing role in conventional conflicts, such as both Gulf Wars, by cueing tactical missile defenses like the Patriot missile defense systems that gained fame in their engagements with Saddam’s SCUD missiles.  Because of this new use, China might find it useful to attack them with ASATs.  Since there are only five of them, China could destroy the entire constellation but at the cost of diverting some of the few available deep-space ASATs from other targets.  Of course, China would not have to attack all five but could limit its attack to the three that simultaneously view the Taiwan Straits area.  If China did decide to destroy these early warning satellites, it would greatly reduce the area covered by US missile defenses in Taiwan against SCUD and longer range missiles.  This is because the area covered by a theater missile defense system is highly dependent on the warning time it has; the greater the warning time, the more effective the missile defense system’s radar is.  Thus a Patriot battery, which might ordinarily cover the capital of Taiwan, could be reduced to just defending the military base it was stationed at.  Some analysts believe that China would gain a tremendous propaganda coup by having a single missile make it through US defenses and thus might consider this use of its deep-space ASATs highly worthwhile even if it could not increase the probability of destroying military targets.  On the other hand, China would run a tremendous risk of the US believing it was under a more general nuclear attack if China did destroy these early warning satellites.  Throughout the history of the Cold War, the US has had a policy of only launching a “retaliatory” nuclear strike if an incoming attack is detected by both early warning satellites and radars.  Without the space leg of the early warning system, the odds of the US misinterpreting some missile launch that it detected with radar as a nuclear attack would be greatly increased even if the US did not view the satellite destruction as a sufficiently threatening attack all by themselves.  Such a misinterpretation is not without precedent.  In 1995, Russia’s early warning radars viewed a NASA sounding rocket launch off the coast of Norway and flagged it as a possible Trident missile launch.  Many analysts believe that Russia was able to not respond only because it had a constellation of functioning early warning satellites.  Any Chinese attacks on US early warning satellites would risk both intentional and mistaken escalation of the conflict into a nuclear war without a clear military goal. 

US must act now to solve Chinese space mil

Baohui Zhang – associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong (March/April, 2011, "The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship", JSTOR, RG)

Despite the pessimism about the U.S.-China military space relationship, this article suggests that the security dilemma is susceptible to changes in the strategic environments of the different parties. Perceptions that threats from other countries are rising or declining could intensify—or mollify—the security dilemma. Indeed, recent and important developments in the strategic environments of both countries have created conditions to ease tensions. 

These developments include the current strategic adjustment of the U.S. under the Obama administration, which has endorsed the banning of weapons in space; the recent U.S. willingness to curb missile defense; and the altered situation in the Taiwan Strait. These developments have significantly changed the strategic landscape between China and the U.S. and moderated the major factors contributing to the space security dilemma. This new strategic landscape may offer a window of opportunity for arms control in outer space.
Cooperation with China in space creates transparency – this solves space mil and space leadership

Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese -- serves as Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the U.S. Naval War College. Previously, she was on the faculty at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama; and the Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law at the University of Central Florida. Dr. Johnson-Freese has testified before the U.S. Congress on several occasions regarding Chinese space activities and space security issues generally. She is on the editorial board of China Security and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Dr. Johnson-Freese’s most recent book is entitled ‘Space as a Strategic Asset’, released in March 2007 by Columbia University Press, (November 9, 2005, “Maintaining US leadership in human spaceflight" Science Direct)
China is already working with ESA on programs ranging from DoubleStar to Galileo, it worked with Russia on human spaceflight, and it is courting many Asian countries for projects involving cooperative work on environmental and disaster monitoring and management, sometimes through the Asia-Pacific Multilateral Cooperation in Space Organization (APSCO). That the EU considered dropping its arms embargo against China demonstrates that other countries do not necessarily share US views about the value or necessity of isolating China. Over the long term China will increasingly engage partners in space activity. The question is whether the USA will choose to deflect or co-opt some of that cooperative activity in directions of its choice.

The USA has historically and successfully employed cooperative space activities to ‘shape’ other countries’ programs; guiding them into benign areas of interest and leaving them fewer funds to pursue activities that are less in its interest. Controlled or limited cooperation has also allowed the USA to get a much better idea of exactly what the priorities and capabilities are in other countries. Because China's program is still largely opaque, isolating it will only limit our ability to monitor what they are doing and, perhaps even more importantly, to determine their long-term intent. Technology transfer remains a critical issue. Given that stopping technology transfer to China is impossible because the USA does not have a technology monopoly, managing it through transfers from the USA, rather than having China obtain it from other countries with fewer controls, becomes a pragmatic option. Further, cooperation with China in space offers the USA leverage in Chinese space activities, removes the counterproductive perception of a space race, and offers the USA the opportunity to develop soft power through a human space program with a goal beyond science and exploration—strategic leadership. Cooperation in space with China does not excuse the Communist regime from its abysmal record on human rights. Indeed, it is because China is an authoritarian state at the crossroads of its political development that it is imperative that America, as the world's leading democracy, step forward and help shape China's aspirations in space toward peaceful and cooperative ends, rather than seeing them turned toward more threatening ideological or military goals. It should also be pointed out that attempting to draw linkages between space cooperation and other foreign policy goals, like human rights, is unlikely to be successful. The USA tried this with the USSR and only became frustrated. The USA can use space cooperation to co-opt, or shape, Chinese space activity. That is a worthy goal in itself.

An inclusive cooperative human space program returns to the Apollo model, a program with a strategic goal, but this time based on cooperation rather than competition. Cooperation is not easy. But the ISS experience, and studies conducted by groups with long experience in cooperation models, such as the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, tells us there are ways to manage the issues [2]. A first step in any model is to ensure that all partners have a vested interest in success, all partners fully understand their roles, and that the science and engineering goals are meaningful. We know how to do it.

Let us imagine a few alternative, hypothetical scenarios. If the USA were to finish the ISS only to then turn it over to the partners so the USA could pursue the Moon/Mars vision, it would then get mired down in technical or political difficulties—not be hard to imagine—the USA could end up the only spacefaring nation not involved in ISS. If the USA pursued the Moon/Mars vision with the ISS partners, but not China, it would be China (the developing country) versus the rest of the (developed) world, magnifying the perceived importance of each small advance China made and every misstep by the USA. If the USA were to pursue the Moon/Mars mission alone, other countries could see working with China as an opportunity to work on a human space program, and on a more level playing field, creating a US versus China and the rest scenario. Finally, as some have suggested, the USA could simply forego human space activity.

But the USA must not allow human space leadership to slip away. Human spaceflight requires pushing the envelop in areas of science and engineering—in medical fields and areas of life support systems engineering, for example—that could otherwise potentially be neglected. While direct benefits to the economy or defense from a particular program may not always be identifiable in advance, GPS, once a government program without a clear mission, has certainly demonstrated that we should not be bound by the limits of our imagination. The importance that space provides to building science capabilities generally is not unnoticed elsewhere. China is acutely aware that it has a long way to go toward becoming a science ‘power’ and it hopes human spaceflight will accelerate its movement up the learning curve. For the USA to maintain its leadership position, it is therefore imperative that it stays active in space as well. It is also important to remember that human spaceflight is part of the US space agenda, but not the entire agenda. We need to maintain a balance to assure continued pre-eminence in all aspects of science and engineering. Finally, space represents the future. It is imperative that the USA, as the world's leader, remains the world's leader into the future.

The USA should plan for the future of human spaceflight from a ‘effects-based’ perspective. What does it hope to achieve? Is it looking to maintain its pre-eminence in human spaceflight? I suggest it must. If that is the goal, realistically, we need a rationale beyond science and exploration to sustain the momentum. Competition once served that purpose but will not do so any longer. Indeed, competition places the USA in a race not in its best interests. Strategic leadership of a cooperative space mission off planet Earth offers the USA a viable way forward toward maintaining leadership while generating significant soft power globally, soft power necessary toward such strategic goals as effectively fighting the global ‘war on terrorism’. US policy makers must look at space from a strategic perspective, not just from a science or exploration perspective.

Space leadership is slipping, this collapses the economy 

J.P. Stevens -- Vice President for Space Systems – Aerospace Industries Association, (2011, “Maintain U.S. Global Leadership in Space”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/issues_policies/space/maintain/)

U.S. space efforts — civil, commercial and national security — drive our nation’s competitiveness, economic growth and innovation. To maintain U.S. preeminence in this sector and to allow space to act as a technological driver for current and future industries, our leadership must recognize space as a national priority and robustly fund its programs. Space technologies and applications are essential in our everyday lives. Banking transactions, business and personal communications as well as emergency responders, airliners and automobiles depend on communications and GPS satellites. Weather and remote sensing satellites provide lifesaving warnings and recurring global measurements of our changing Earth. National security and military operations are deeply dependent upon space assets. The key to continuing U.S. preeminence is a cohesive coordination body and a national space strategy. Absent this, the myriad government agencies overseeing these critical systems may make decisions based upon narrow agency requirements. The U.S. space industrial base consists of unique workforce skills and production techniques. The ability of industry to meet the needs of U.S. space programs depends on a healthy industrial base. U.S. leadership in space cannot be taken for granted. Other nations are learning the value of space systems; the arena is increasingly contested, congested and competitive. Strong government leadership at the highest level is critical to maintaining our lead in space and must be supported by a healthy and innovative industrial sector.

Economic decline leads to terrorism, disease, nuclear war and extinction

Michael J. Green and Stephen P. Schrage -- Senior Advisor and Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) and Associate Professor at Georgetown University, CSIS Scholl Chair in International Business and a former senior official with the US Trade Representative's Office, State Department and Ways & Means Committee, (Asia Times, 2009, “It's not just the economy,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Asian_Economy/KC26Dk01.html)

Facing the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression, analysts at the World Bank and the US Central Intelligence Agency are just beginning to contemplate the ramifications for international stability if there is not a recovery in the next year. For the most part, the focus has been on fragile states such as some in Eastern Europe.   However, the Great Depression taught us that a downward global economic spiral can even have jarring impacts on great powers. It is no mere coincidence that the last great global economic downturn was followed by the most destructive war in human history.   In the 1930s, economic desperation helped fuel autocratic regimes and protectionism in a downward economic-security death spiral that engulfed the world in conflict. This spiral was aided by the preoccupation of the United States and other leading nations with economic troubles at home and insufficient attention to working with other powers to maintain stability abroad. Today's challenges are different, yet 1933's London Economic Conference, which failed to stop the drift toward deeper depression and world war, should be a cautionary tale for leaders heading to next month's London Group of 20 (G-20) meeting.  There is no question the US must urgently act to address banking issues and to restart its economy. But the lessons of the past suggest that we will also have to keep an eye on those fragile threads in the international system that could begin to unravel if the financial crisis is not reversed early in the Barack Obama administration and realize that economics and security are intertwined in most of the critical challenges we face.  A disillusioned rising power? Four areas in Asia merit particular attention, although so far the current financial crisis has not changed Asia's fundamental strategic picture. China is not replacing the US as regional hegemon, since the leadership in Beijing is too nervous about the political implications of the financial crisis at home to actually play a leading role in solving it internationally.   Predictions that the US will be brought to its knees because China is the leading holder of US debt often miss key points. China's currency controls and full employment/export-oriented growth strategy give Beijing few choices other than buying US Treasury bills or harming its own economy. Rather than creating new rules or institutions in international finance, or reorienting the Chinese economy to generate greater long-term consumer demand at home, Chinese leaders are desperately clinging to the status quo (though Beijing deserves credit for short-term efforts to stimulate economic growth). The greater danger with China is not an eclipsing of US leadership, but instead the kind of shift in strategic orientation that happened to Japan after the Great Depression. Japan was arguably not a revisionist power before 1932 and sought instead to converge with the global economy through open trade and adoption of the gold standard.   The worldwide depression and protectionism of the 1930s devastated the newly exposed Japanese economy and contributed directly to militaristic and autarkic policies in Asia as the Japanese people reacted against what counted for globalization at the time. China today is similarly converging with the global economy, and many experts believe China needs at least 8% annual growth to sustain social stability. Realistic growth predictions for 2009 are closer to 5%.   Veteran China hands were watching closely when millions of migrant workers returned to work after the Lunar New Year holiday last month to find factories closed and jobs gone. There were pockets of protests, but nationwide unrest seems unlikely this year, and Chinese leaders are working around the clock to ensure that it does not happen next year either. However, the economic slowdown has only just begun and nobody is certain how it will impact the social contract in China between the ruling communist party and the 1.3 billion Chinese who have come to see President Hu Jintao's call for "harmonious society" as inextricably linked to his promise of "peaceful development".   If the Japanese example is any precedent, a sustained economic slowdown has the potential to open a dangerous path from economic nationalism to strategic revisionism in China too.  It is noteworthy that North Korea, Myanmar and Iran have all intensified their defiance in the wake of the financial crisis, which has distracted the world's leading nations, limited their moral authority and sown potential discord. With Beijing worried about the potential impact of North Korean belligerence or instability on Chinese internal stability, and leaders in Japan and South Korea under siege in parliament because of the collapse of their stock markets, leaders in the North Korean capital of Pyongyang have grown increasingly boisterous about their country's claims to great power status as a nuclear weapons state.  The junta in Myanmar has chosen this moment to arrest hundreds of political dissidents and thumb its nose at fellow members of the 10-country Association of Southeast Asian Nations. Iran continues its nuclear program while exploiting differences between the US, UK and France (or the P-3 group) and China and Russia - differences that could become more pronounced if economic friction with Beijing or Russia crowds out cooperation or if Western European governments grow nervous about sanctions as a tool of policy.   It is possible that the economic downturn will make these dangerous states more pliable because of falling fuel prices (Iran) and greater need for foreign aid (North Korea and Myanmar), but that may depend on the extent that authoritarian leaders care about the well-being of their people or face internal political pressures linked to the economy. So far, there is little evidence to suggest either and much evidence to suggest these dangerous states see an opportunity to advance their asymmetrical advantages against the international system. The trend in East Asia has been for developing economies to steadily embrace democracy and the rule of law in order to sustain their national success. But to thrive, new democracies also have to deliver basic economic growth. The economic crisis has hit democracies hard, with Japanese Prime Minister Aso Taro's approval collapsing to single digits in the polls and South Korea's Lee Myung-bak and Taiwan's Ma Ying Jeou doing only a little better (and the collapse in Taiwan's exports - particularly to China - is sure to undermine Ma's argument that a more accommodating stance toward Beijing will bring economic benefits to Taiwan). Thailand's new coalition government has an uncertain future after two years of post-coup drift and now economic crisis. The string of old and new democracies in East Asia has helped to anchor US relations with China and to maintain what former secretary of state Condoleezza Rice once called a "balance of power that favors freedom". A reversal of the democratic expansion of the past two decades would not only impact the global balance of power but also increase the potential number of failed states, with all the attendant risk they bring from harboring terrorists to incubating pandemic diseases and trafficking in persons. It would also undermine the demonstration effect of liberal norms we are urging China to embrace at home.
Mars mission specifically is key to strengthen space coop
James Clay Moltz – Associate Director and Research Professor at CNS, Monterey Inst of Int'l Studies, directs Newly Independent States Nonprolif Program, (12/9/10, "China, the United States, and Prospects for Asian Space Cooperation," Ebsco, RG)

Another forward-looking prospect for greater US–Chinese cooperation relates to future missions to the Moon. President George W. Bush's speech in January 2004 outlining the new US Vision for Space Exploration specifically rejected the idea of another space race and invited foreign participation in the lunar effort. China participated in early meetings on the US Vision for Space Exploration during this period, as did Russia, ESA, Japan, South Korea, and other countries. China is now active in the NASA-led Global Exploration Strategy, a space coordination effort among 14 national space programs. Developing a plan to include Chinese taikonauts in any future post-space station missions would be a means of beginning to bridge the current gap in the all-important human spaceflight sector and build a truly international coalition for this work. Similarly, Mars research remains an important long-term target of both space exploration and eventual human spaceflight. A major NASA, CNSA, or other effort to begin to combine forces in Mars research could help build on common interests, develop experience in coordinated (or even combined) operations, begin real burden-sharing, and expand mutual knowledge and trust.
And China Says Yes 

Andy Pasztor, Andy Pasztor, senior special writer at the Los Angeles bureau of The Wall Street Journal, has more than 25 years experience covering local, national and international politics and business. The Wall Street Journal. U.S. News: China Sets Ambitious Space Goals. April 15 2010. 
China's manned space program aims to leapfrog the U.S. by deploying advanced spacecraft and in-orbit refueling systems as early as 2016, when American astronauts still may be relying on rides on Russian spaceships. Wang Wenbao, the head of China's manned space engineering office, disclosed the new details about Beijing's growing exploration ambitions in an interview Wednesday. In less than 20 years, China has come from having no space program to one that seeks to move into the lead by relying on an extensive web of universities, government research offices and manufacturing facilities. With unwavering government support and more than 100 facilities contributing to manned exploration projects, Beijing appears committed to independent missions in deep space, perhaps as soon as the end of this decade. China is putting the pieces in place to be able to assemble large spacecraft in orbit, which is the only way to have manned vehicles penetrate deeper into the solar system. The American space shuttle fleet is to retire in a few months, and -- even under the most optimistic projections -- the National Aeronautics and Space Administration over the next several years will have to rely on Russia to get its crews to the international space station. NASA officials already have said it would take them until at least 2015 just to decide on the design of a U.S. heavy-lift rocket. The Obama administration has indicated its desire to expand international cooperation in manned exploration. NASA head Charles Bolden has said: "We won't be able to go to Mars, we won't be able to go back to the moon, unless we partner with other countries." In his first interview ever with Western reporters, Mr. Wang said that before 2016 Chinese astronauts are expected to be practicing docking maneuvers between orbiting spacecraft and cargo vehicles. That would be a prelude to "long-term operation of a space station," he said. Looking ahead to an expected visit to China by Mr. Bolden, Mr. Wang indicated that Beijing was ready to discuss various forms of cooperation. Considering the "need for a large plan and budget" for space missions, Mr. Wang said it was important for "various countries to cooperatively explore" deep space. Without going into details, he also said that "for the moment, we think there is a [possibility] of a joint space flight" using both U.S. and Chinese crews. But no details have been discussed. In a speech to an international space symposium here, Mr. Wang said his agency recently finished choosing its latest crop of astronauts, and that two of the seven are women, another first for Beijing. China has focused on space not just as a dramatic symbol of national pride but also as a potentially huge commercial and national-security advantage. By leveraging the central government's ability to set sweeping industrial policy, Chinese space officials also are in the midst of ambitious efforts to launch a host of commercial and scientific satellites, and to develop robotic rovers for the lunar surface. Commenting on NASA's push to cut costs by relying on commercial solutions, Mr. Bolden's Chinese counterpart said, "We can understand the practical problems the Americans face" in space-exploration budgets. Mr. Wang said one way to make space exploration affordable was to step up discussions of international cooperation. 

Realism is good in the context of China 

Auslin, director of Japan studies at the American Enterprise Institute and a columnist for WSJ.com, 1-7-11

(Michael, “Realism on China Is More Realistic” )

U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates will visit China next week, seeking to improve strained relations between Washington and Beijing. He faces an uphill task, as a new realism about China has descended on the U.S. capital. Years of waiting for China to play a more constructive global role have given way to the realization that American and Chinese national interests may simply be too divergent for the two to create a meaningful partnership. Though few will admit it, the new China realism is a good thing. It will allow Washington and its allies to better respond to the array of challenges China poses and will help define norms of acceptable behavior in the vast Indo-Pacific region. Paradoxically, it may also allow for greater cooperation between Washington and Beijing, though without the rose-colored glasses that until recently clouded America's vision, and only if China's leaders recognize the chance they have to end the distrust they themselves have engendered. China's growing assertiveness in security issues has been a source of concern to many for years, yet only recently has it caught the attention of some observers. This new realism was brought about by China's own actions, including its continued resistance to condemning North Korea's attacks on South Korea and its warnings against U.S. naval exercises in East Asian waters. Yet perhaps the tipping point was Beijing's refusal to let jailed Nobel Prize Laureate Liu Xiaobo or any members of his family attend the Nobel ceremonies in Oslo last month. There could be no clearer evidence of the fundamental differences between China's political system and America's than the empty chair that represented Liu on the Nobel stage. Washington's new realism is finally catching up with much of the rest of the Indo-Pacific region. Both openly and in private, officials in countries from Japan to India have been warning U.S. bureaucrats of their concerns about China's growing power and influence. China's maritime assertiveness against Japan, Vietnam and Indonesia has raised tensions in the region over the past year. This has led Japan to revise its decades-old defense policy to focus on threats to its southern territories, those near China, and to commit to increasing its submarine and air capabilities. India is in the midst of a major naval buildup as Chinese naval ships regularly transit the Indian Ocean. Meanwhile, Southeast Asian nations look to the United States as a counterweight to China's increased presence in shared waters. America's concerns are growing, too. Last week, the commander of U.S. Pacific Command, Admiral Robert F. Willard, revealed that China's new anti-ship ballistic missile, the DF-21D, has reached initial operating capability, thus raising the possibility that U.S. aircraft carriers and other large ships could be vulnerable in the future to land-based attacks. China's new fifth-generation stealth fighter, revealed this week, is more advanced in production than many had believed. It may contest air supremacy with the F-22, whose production was stopped last year by the Obama administration. On the political front, State and Defense Department spokesmen are using harsher language in demanding that China start reining in North Korea. So how is the new realism a good thing? For one thing, Washington can now develop a clearer understanding of Beijing's perceived interests. China's massive military buildup has been watched by the U.S. armed forces, but often ignored in the capital. With no obvious threat to China, why has the country modernized its military forces, building dozens of submarines, hundreds of short-, medium- and intermediate-range missiles, and advanced fighter aircraft? What national goals are these offensive weapons systems designed to achieve? Having a clear-eyed understanding of China's capabilities and goals will allow the United States and its allies to defend their interests. Secondly, understanding that Beijing does not share many of the same interests as the United States and its allies should lead to help revitalized set of alliances and partnerships in the Indo-Pacific region. Nations that share certain goals on human rights, the rule of law, civil society and the like should consider banding together more regularly to discuss issues of common concern. Continuously extending a hand to China when the hand is often rebuffed simply misses opportunities to promote liberal norms and enhance democratic systems around the region. Moreover, bickering between Washington and its partner in Tokyo over U.S. troops should diminish as the concern over China rises. Third, as nations of the region start to band together to protect their interests and to assert a standard of common behavior, Beijing may begin to alter its behavior, as well. For too long, China has taken advantage of the perception that it was the next great power to act in ways that degraded regional stability. That should come to an end as a new realism takes hold in capitals from Delhi to Tokyo. By making clear to China's leadership that it needs to work with the regional order now in place, and not seek to substitute another one, the liberal nations of the Indo-Pacific will increase stability and the chance that China will recalculate its national goals. Beijing should recognize that its future interests lie not in its oft-claimed "peaceful rise," but in a new "cooperative rise." Such realism will restore a sense of balance to the Indo-Pacific region. It will assure nations large and small that freedom of the seas and skies will be maintained. It will reduce the expectations all have on China to play a leading role in coming years. It will make political cooperation among liberal nations more robust and influential. What is needed is a continued realistic view and the courage not to accommodate in the face of Chinese demands counter to the maintenance of public order. For all its drawbacks of leaving behind grand visions of a responsible stakeholder, this new approach may lead to a China we can live with.


1AC Credibility Advantage – Long Version

Contention 2: Credibility

Obama’s presidency is failing- A New policy directive is key to restore his credibility 

Walter Russell Mead -- James Clark Chase Professor of Foreign Affairs and Humanities at Bard College and Editor-at-Large of The American Interest, (Business Insider, 6/20/11, “Here's How Obama Can Save His Presidency” http://www.businessinsider.com/heres-how-obama-can-save-his-presidency-2011-6, Caplan)

Can the Obama Presidency still be saved? To some, the question may seem premature or even insulting. President Obama’s personal popularity remains high and the most recent RealClearPolitics poll average has him at a more than respectable 47.6 percent approval; while the President’s popularity is drifting lower, congressional Republicans have been losing ground to their Democratic rivals in recent polls, and the Republican primary field remains both uninspiring and polarized. Small government, libertarian and Jeffersonian Paulites, globalist ‘great nation’ conservatives, conservative social activists and Jacksonian hyperpatriots are united only in their antipathy to the Obama administration and it is not yet clear whether a GOP candidate can unify this agitated but inchoate mass of energy into a strong and focused campaign. Nevertheless it seems increasingly clear that the Obama presidency has lost its way; at home and abroad it flounders from event to event, directionless and passive as one report after another “unexpectedly” shows an economy that refuses to heal. Most recently, the IMF has cut its growth forecast for the United States in 2011 and 2012. With growth predicted at 2.5 percent this year and 2.7 percent next, unemployment is unlikely to fall significantly before Election Day. On the same day, the latest survey of consumer sentiment shows an “unexpectedly sharp” dip in consumer confidence. The economy is not getting well; geopolitically, the US keeps adding new countries to the bomb list, but the President has fallen strangely silent about the five wars he is fighting (Iraq, Afghanistan, tribal Pakistan, Libya and now Yemen). The problem is only partly that the President’s policies don’t appear to be working. Presidents fail to be re-elected less because their policies aren’t working than because they have lost control of the narrative. FDR failed to end the Depression during two terms in office but kept the country’s confidence through it all. Richard Nixon hadn’t ended the Vietnam War in 1972 and George W. Bush hadn’t triumphed in what we still knew as the Global War on Terror in 2004. In all these cases, however, the presidents convinced voters that they understood the problem, that they were working on it, and that their opponents were clueless throwbacks who would only make things worse. President Obama still has a shot at convincing voters that the GOP would make things worse, but his administration has not just lost control over the direction of the economy. It has lost control of the discussion about the economy. Why did the stimulus fail? What did the President learn from this failure and what will the President try next? The White House has been so busy bobbing and weaving it has not communicated a simple, clear story about what went wrong and what happens next. Nobody at this point really knows what the President stands for – at home or abroad. He is not George W. Bush and he is not Bill Clinton, but who is he and where is he taking us? He seems bogged down in the minutiae of policies – most of which don’t seem to be working very well. He has given his opposition valuable gifts, setting goals for himself which he then fails to meet: that the stimulus would keep unemployment below 8 percent, public demands for Israeli concessions he failed to achieve, the promise that his health care proposals wouldn’t effect anyone who liked their current insurance, and the infamous “days not weeks” prediction about the Libya campaign. These and similar blunders have two things in common: they are unforced errors, and they undercut the President’s ability to present himself as a visionary leader who both understands where the country is headed and has a plan for meeting the obstacles in our path. He frequently appears surprised by events, and over time confidence in his leadership is leaking away. The President of the United States has two jobs: he is the head of government and the head of state. In British terms, he must do the jobs of both the Prime Minister and the Queen. The Queen sprinkles pixie dust; the Prime Minister does the dirty work of legislative sausage making. Presidents (like Ronald Reagan and FDR) succeed when they fill the job of head of state so well that they accumulate political authority which they can then use to run the government. The pixie dust they sprinkle makes the sausage look good. Presidents who fail to establish themselves as national leaders and symbols (like Jimmy Carter) end by losing their political authority as well. President Obama started off with great advantages in the pixie dust department. As the first African-American president, he embodies important American qualities simply by being himself. Young, energetic, blessed with a stylish wife and a vibrant family, he holds Kennedy-class cards when it comes to touching enduring American themes and ideals. He was (and can still be) an ideal representative of America to itself and to the world, a symbol of hope for national and global reconciliation and renewal. But the President has failed to meld that image and the symbolic weight of his office to a compelling policy vision. He takes strong individual stands — from support for health care reform to the bombing of Libya — but between the moves and the counter moves, the rhetorical claims and the policy reversals, the President’s image has become fuzzy and perplexing. Did he abandon the concept of stimulus and cast himself as a deficit cutter because he believes it, or was the shift a tactical calculation? What does he really believe will get the economy going again?

Lack of Credibility leads to weakness and belligerence 

John R. Bolton -- Senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, Former U.S. ambassador to the United Nations (The Los Angeles Times, “The danger of Obama's dithering,”, October 18, 2009, pg. http://articles.latimes.com/2009/oct/18/opinion/oe-bolton18)

Weakness in American foreign policy in one region often invites challenges elsewhere, because our adversaries carefully follow diminished American resolve. Similarly, presidential indecisiveness, whether because of uncertainty or internal political struggles, signals that the United States may not respond to international challenges in clear and coherent ways. Taken together, weakness and indecisiveness have proved historically to be a toxic combination for America's global interests. That is exactly the combination we now see under President Obama. If anything, his receiving the Nobel Peace Prize only underlines the problem. All of Obama's campaign and inaugural talk about "extending an open hand" and "engagement," especially the multilateral variety, isn't exactly unfolding according to plan. Entirely predictably, we see more clearly every day that diplomacy is not a policy but only a technique. Absent presidential leadership, which at a minimum means clear policy direction and persistence in the face of criticism and adversity, engagement simply embodies weakness and indecision. Obama is no Harry Truman. At best, he is reprising Jimmy Carter. At worst, the real precedent may be Ethelred the Unready, the turn-of the-first-millennium Anglo-Saxon king whose reputation for indecisiveness and his unsuccessful paying of Danegeld -- literally, "Danish tax" -- to buy off Viking raiders made him history's paradigmatic weak leader. Beyond the disquiet (or outrage for some) prompted by the president's propensity to apologize for his country's pre-Obama history, Americans increasingly sense that his administration is drifting from one foreign policy mistake to another. Worse, the current is growing swifter, and the threats more pronounced, even as the administration tries to turn its face away from the world and toward its domestic priorities. Foreign observers, friend and foe alike, sense the same aimlessness and drift. French President Nicolas Sarkozy had to remind Obama at a Sept. 24 U.N. Security Council meeting that "we live in the real world, not a virtual one." Examples of weakness abound, and the consequences ae readily foreseeable. Canceling the Polish and Czech missile defense bases is understood in Moscow and Eastern European capitals as backing down in the face of Russian bluster and belligerence. Russian President Dmitry Medvedev threatened the day after our 2008 election to deploy missiles targeting these assets unless they were canceled, a threat duly noted by the Russian media when Obama canceled the sites. Given candidate Obama's reaction to the 2008 Russia-Georgia war -- calling on both sides to exercise restraint -- there is little doubt that Prime Minister Vladimir Putin's project to re-extend Russian hegemony over as much of the former Soviet Union as he can will continue apace. Why should he worry about Washington? Obama's Middle East peace process has stalled, most recently because he set a target for an end to Israeli settlement expansion, couldn't meet it and then proceeded as though he hadn't meant what he said originally. By insisting that Israel freeze settlements as a precondition to renewing Israeli-Palestinian negotiations, Obama drew a clear line. But when Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu withstood Obama's pressure, Obama caved, hosting a photo-op with Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas that strengthened Netanyahu and weakened Abbas just when Obama wanted to achieve exactly the opposite. However one views the substantive outcome of this vignette, Obama himself looked the weakest of all. It could well be years before his Middle East policy gets back up off the ground. On nuclear nonproliferation, North Korea responded to the "open hand" of engagement by testing its second nuclear device, continuing an aggressive ballistic missile testing program, cooperating with other rogue states and kidnapping and holding hostage two American reporters. Obama's reaction is to press for more negotiations, which simply encourages Pyongyang to up the ante. Iran is revealed to have been long constructing an undeclared, uninspected nuclear facility that makes a mockery of almost seven years of European Union negotiation efforts. Forced to deal publicly with this deeply worrying threat, Obama proposes the equivalent of money-laundering for nuclear threats: Iranian uranium enriched in open, unambiguous defiance of four Security Council resolutions will be enriched to higher levels in Russia, and then returned to be burned in a Tehran reactor -- ostensibly for peaceful purposes. Sarkozy again captured the growing international incredulity in his noteworthy Security Council speech: "I support America's 'extended hand.' But what have these proposals for dialogue produced for the international community? Nothing but more enriched uranium and more centrifuges." Finally, Obama's agonizing, very public reappraisal of his own 7-month-old Afghanistan policy epitomizes indecisiveness. While there is no virtue in sustaining policy merely for continuity's sake, neither is credit due for too-quickly adopting policies without appreciating the risks entailed and then fleeing precipitously when the risks become manifest. The administration's stated reason for its policy re-evaluation was widespread fraud in Afghanistan's Aug. 20 presidential election. But this explanation is simply not credible. Did not the administration's generals and diplomats on the ground, not to mention United Nations observers, see the election mess coming? Was the Hamid Karzai administration's cupidity and corruption overlooked or ignored during Obama's original review and revision of his predecessor's policy? The unmistakable inference is that Obama did not carefully think through his March Afghan policy, or did not have full confidence then or now in Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal or Ambassador Richard C. Holbrooke, or that it is now politically inconvenient among increasingly antiwar Democrats to follow through on that policy. None of these explanations reflect credit on the president. He is dithering. Whatever decision Obama reaches on Afghanistan, his credibility and leadership have been badly wounded by his continuing public display of indecisiveness. Our international adversaries undoubtedly welcome all of these "resets" in U.S. foreign policy, but Americans should be appalled at how much of our posture in the world has already been given away. If Obama's first nine months indicate the direction of the next 39, we still have a long way to fall.

Multiple scenarios for global war

Dr. Victor Davis Hanson – Senior Fellow in Residence in Classics and Military History at Hoover Institution, Stanford University, (Resistnet.com, December 7, 2009, “Change, Weakness, Disaster, Obama: Answers from Victor Davis Hanson,” Interview with the Oregon Patriots, pg. http://www.resistnet.com/group/oregon/forum/topics/change-weakness-disaster-obama/showLastReply)

BC: Are we currently sending a message of weakness to our foes and allies? Can anything good result from President Obama’s marked submissiveness before the world?
Dr. Hanson: Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc.
BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage?
Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when. 

Mars Cooperation Mission with China demonstrates White House Leadership and Holdren Can shield the negative effects
Amy Svitak -- writer for Space News International, (Space News, 5/4/11, “China Viewed as Potential U.S. Partner in Future Mars Exploration”, http://www.spacenews.com/policy/110504-china-partner-mars-exploration.html, Caplan)
U.S. President Barack Obama views China as a potential partner for an eventual human mission to Mars that would be difficult for any single nation to undertake, a senior White House official told lawmakers. Testifying May 4 before the House Appropriations commerce, justice, science subcommittee, White House science adviser John Holdren said near-term engagement with China in civil space will help lay the groundwork for any such future endeavor. He prefaced his remarks with the assertion that human exploration of Mars is a long-term proposition and that any discussion of cooperating with Beijing on such an effort is speculative. “[What] the president has deemed worth discussing with the Chinese and others is that when the time comes for humans to visit Mars, it’s going to be an extremely expensive proposition and the question is whether it will really make sense — at the time that we’re ready to do that — to do it as one nation rather than to do it in concert,” Holdren said in response to a question from Rep. Frank Wolf (R-Va.), a staunch China critic who chairs the powerful subcommittee that oversees NASA spending. Holdren, who said NASA could also benefit from cooperating with China on detection and tracking of orbital debris, stressed that any U.S. collaboration with Beijing in manned spaceflight would depend on future Sino-U.S. relations. “But many of us, including the president, including myself, including [NASA Administrator Charles] Bolden, believe that it’s not too soon to have preliminary conversations about what involving China in that sort of cooperation might entail,” Holdren said. “If China is going to be, by 2030, the biggest economy in the world … it could certainly be to our benefit to share the costs of such an expensive venture with them and with others.” Wolf, who characterizes China’s government as “fundamentally evil,” said it is outrageous that the Obama administration would have close ties with Beijing’s space program, which is believed to be run primarily by the People’s Liberation Army, or PLA. “When you say you want to work in concert, it’s almost like you’re talking about Norway or England or something like that,” an irate Wolf told Holdren, repeatedly pounding a hand against the table top in front of him. “As long as I have breath in me, we will talk about this, we will deal with this issue, whether it be a Republican administration or a Democrat administration, it is fundamentally immoral.” Holdren said he admired Wolf’s leadership in calling attention to China’s human rights record, but noted that even when then-U.S. President Ronald Reagan referred to the former Soviet Union as “the evil empire” in the late 1980s, he continued to cooperate with the communist bloc in science and technology if doing so was deemed in the U.S. national interest. “The efforts we are undertaking to do things together with China in science and technology are very carefully crafted to be efforts that are in our own national interest,” Holdren said. “That does not mean that we admire the Chinese government; that does not mean we are blind to the human rights abuses.” Holdren said that as White House science adviser, his capacity to influence the president’s diplomatic approach to Beijing is limited. “I am not the person who’s going to be whispering in the president’s ear on what our stance toward China should be, government to government, except in the domain where I have the responsibility for helping the president judge whether particular activities in science and technology are in our national interest or not,” Holdren said. Recently enacted legislation prohibits U.S. government collaboration with the Chinese in areas funded by Wolf’s subcommittee, whose jurisdiction also includes the U.S. Commerce and Justice departments, the National Science Foundation and the National Institute of Standards and Technology. When asked how he interpreted the new law, part of a continuing resolution approved in April that funds federal agencies through Sept. 30, Holdren said the administration will live within the terms of the prohibition. “I am instructed, after consultation with counsel, who in turn consulted with appropriate people in the Department of Justice, that that language should not be read as prohibiting actions that are part of the president’s constitutional authority to conduct negotiations,” Holdren said. “At the same time there are obviously a variety of aspects of that prohibition that very much apply and we’ll be looking at that on a case by case basis in [the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy] to be sure we are compliant.” Rep. John Culberson (R-Texas), who joined Wolf last fall in opposing an official visit to Beijing by Bolden, accused Holdren and the White House of plotting to circumvent the law. “It’s not ambiguous, it’s not confusing, but you just stated to the chairman of this committee that you and the administration have already embarked on a policy to evade and avoid this very specific and unambiguous requirement of law if in your opinion it is in furtherance of negotiation of a treaty,” Culberson said. “That’s exactly what you just said. I don’t want to hear about you not being a lawyer.” Holdren said a variety of opinions and legal documents indicate the president has exclusive constitutional authority to determine the time, scope and objectives of international negotiations and discussions, as well as the authority to determine the preferred agents who will represent the United States in those exchanges. 

And Lack of China Cooperation is killing NASA’s Credibility and Leadership

Johnson-Freese 6/10 – Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval War College

 (Joan, 2011, "US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown," , RG) 

Rarely do US attempts at isolating countries – ally or competitor – succeed without unexpected, and negative, consequences. The Atomic Energy Act of 1946 restricted data sharing from the Manhattan Project with allies including Britain, resulting in a significant wartime rift and leading to Britain developing their own bomb. After the infamous Cox Commission Report in 1999 which investigated charges of theft and illegal satellite technology transfer to China, the US attempted to block dual-use satellite technology from sale or launch there. As a result, European space industries that had been niche providers developed much broader capabilities so they could circumvent US prohibitions. US companies have lost business and the globalization of technology marches on. For many years, Chinese politicians considered there would be geostrategic benefits to be derived from being a partner on the ISS, symbolic of the “international family of spacefaring nations.” The United States stiff-arming them from involvement is a factor behind China now developing its own space station. So what does a legislative prohibition such as this achieve? It is pile-on evidence that the United States, or at least some of the Congress, is oblivious to the state of the world and the US position in it. That is not a declaration of US “decline,” another popular though misplaced cry frequently heard. It simply says that, realistically, the gap between the US and countries such as China (and India, and Brazil) that were once “developing” and are now increasingly “developed” world has shrunk – which is to the benefit of the US if one believes that security risks largely originate in underdeveloped areas not connected to the globalized world. It will likely be read internationally with a certain degree of bemusement; Congress now declaring who NASA can talk to and who it can’t, as though snubbing China will either result in a change in the Chinese domestic policies (such as human rights) of concern to Congressional supporters of the ban, or inhibit its space plans. While the ban only covered expenditures through September 30, 2011, it could be an issue in Fiscal Year 2012 as well since Representative Frank Wolk (R-VA), a fierce critic of China and chair of the House spending committee that oversees NASA and several science agencies, and other committee Republicans, are clearly focused on the issue. Tetchy exchanges between ban supporters and presidential science advisor John Holdren occurred at subsequent Congressional hearings on the FY 2012 budget when Holdren stated that the ban did not apply to the President’s ability to conduct foreign policy. Wolf and company pushed back against anything that would provide a loophole for presidential discretion in working with China, tacitly threatening future NASA funding if the intent of their ban were to be evaded. After a hiatus following the Cox Commission Report, small gestures of space outreach between the US and China began with NASA Administrator Mike Griffin’s 2006 trip to China during the Bush Administration, though the overall US policy toward China on cooperation remained largely negative. While the Obama Administration has been much more generally positive about cooperation, including with China, there have been no US-China cooperative programs put on the table by either side to consider, nor are any apparently in the works. Since 2006, US-China space cooperation has been treading water at best, so why the need now to make this bold, and pointless, political statement is unclear. Perhaps supporters were just waving a “pay attention to us” flag at NASA regarding any potential future plans, though if that was the case there were certainly other ways to send that message while still considering the broader aspects of US strategic communication. What is clear, however, is that other countries have no such compunction as the US about working with China – indeed many are anxious to have the opportunity to work with a country they see as more open to partnerships, rather than the sub-contractor status some ISS “partners” have felt the US afforded them. There may be little need to bar the door to countries wanting to work with the US on space activities, as there may soon be fewer and fewer countries knocking. Congress and the Administration working together to refocus the US space program, including realistic cooperation, would go further to maintain US space leadership than pointless isolation gestures. 

Mars is the Only Program that can Revitalize NASA and garner the public support to Reinvigorate Obama 

Loren Thompson -- Chief Financial Officer – Lexington Institute, (Lexington Institute, April 2011, “Human Spaceflight”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/HumanSpaceflight-Mars.pdf, Caplan)

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s human spaceflight program is one of the greatest scientific achievements in history.  However, the program has been slowly dying since the Challenger Space Shuttle disaster 25 years ago.  Faltering political support, failed technologies and competing claims on an under-funded federal budget have made it difficult to sustain a coherent program from administration to administration.  The Obama Administration has offered a bold plan for nudging human spaceflight out of its decaying orbit, but the plan received only mixed support in Congress and looks unlikely to sustain political momentum over the long term. Although NASA consumes less than one-percent of the federal budget, it does not connect well with the current economic or social agendas of either major political party.  The broad support for the human spaceflight program early in its history was traceable largely to the ideological rivalry between America and Russia that produced the Moon race.  Today, no such external driver exists to sustain support of human spaceflight across the political spectrum.  The program therefore must generate some intrinsic rationale -- some combination of high purpose and tangible benefit -- to secure funding.  Recent efforts at generating a compelling rationale, such as the “flexible path” and “capabilities driven” approaches currently favored by the space agency, are inadequate. They do not resonate with the political culture. In the current fiscal and cultural environment, there is only one goal for the human spaceflight program that has a chance of capturing the popular imagination: Mars.  The Red Planet is by far the most Earth-like object in the known universe beyond the Earth itself, with water, seasons, atmosphere and other features that potentially make it habitable one day by humans.  In addition, its geological characteristics make it a potential treasure trove of insights into the nature of the solar system -- insights directly relevant to what the future may hold for our own world.  And Mars has one other key attraction: it is reachable.  Unlike the hundreds of planets now being discovered orbiting distant stars,  astronauts could actually reach Mars within the lifetime of a person living today, perhaps as soon as  20 years from now. This report makes the case for reorienting NASA’s human spaceflight program to focus on an early manned mission to Mars.  It begins by briefly reviewing the history of the human spaceflight program and explaining why current visions of the program’s future are unlikely to attract sustained political support.  It then describes the appeal of Mars as an ultimate destination, and the range of tangible benefits that human missions there could produce.  It concludes by describing the budgetary resources and scientific tools needed to carry out such missions.  The basic thesis of the report is that human missions to Mars can be accomplished within NASA’s currently projected budgets; that proposed missions to other destinations such as near-Earth asteroids should be reconfigured as stepping-stones to the ultimate goal of the Red Planet; and that if Mars does not become the official goal of the human spaceflight program, then the program will effectively be dead by the end of the current decade.

And NASA credibility independently solves war

Dr. John M. Logsdon - Director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, Research professor of Political Science and International Affairs at George Washington University (GWU, 2009, “Human Space Flight and National Power,” High Frontier, March 2007, Volume 3 Number 2, pg. http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/DrLogsdon_HF_Article.pdf)
This question has been eloquently addressed by the current NASA administrator, Dr. Michael D. Griffin: “The most enlightened, yet least discussed, aspect of national security involves being the kind of nation and, doing the kinds of things, that inspire others to want to cooperate as allies and partners rather than to be adversaries. And in my opinion, this is NASA’s greatest contribution to our Nation’s future in the world.” He added,

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

Griffin went even further in his analysis: “Imagine if you will a world of some future time—whether it be 2020 or 2040 or whenever—when some other nations or alliances are capable of reaching and exploring the Moon, or voyaging to Mars, and the United States cannot and does not. Is it even conceivable that in such a world America would still be regarded as a leader among nations, never mind the leader?” He asked “Are we willing to accept those consequences?”12 These remarks have been quoted at some length because they sum up the core argument of this essay—that human space flight, well conceived and well executed, is a valuable source of soft power for the United States. Whether or not direct military or economic benefits flow from having the ability to send people to orbit and beyond, human space flight will continue to make an important contribution to having the rest of the world see the United States as a great country. Pg. 13 




***China Advantage***

Inherency – Plan = Key to Chinese Cooperation – Specific Policy Needed

A massive and specific space exploration project is the only way to get Chinese cooperation 

Dr. Gregory Kulacki. Dr. Gregory Kulacki is Senior Analyst and China Project Manager in the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists. Dr. Kulacki earned a doctorate in Political Theory from the Department of Government and Politics and a master’s in International Relations from the University of Maryland, College Park. He also completed graduate certificates in Chinese Economic History and International Politics at Fudan University in Shanghai. Union of Concerned Scientists. “Potential for Cooperation with China.” December 15. 2010. http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/cooperation-with-china-on-space-gkulacki.pdf.
The Obama administration seems reluctant to engage China on large or high profile projects in space. It strongly prefers to take small, incremental steps toward cooperation in space, as well as toward discussion of space security. Unfortunately, the Chinese leadership is unlikely to provide any incentives for its space professionals to engage the United States on such incremental steps. With nothing significant at stake, no one in China’s space sector is likely to assign a high priority to these incremental efforts at engagement. Consequently, the Obama administration’s overtures are passed down to the officials in China’s space bureaucracy assigned to interact with foreign entities, who are often the least powerful, least informed, and most risk-averse individuals in the Chinese space sector.  Thus, to be successful U.S. efforts to engage China on cooperation in space need a specific task or project, somewhere to go together or something to do together. This project needs to be significant enough for the senior Chinese leadership to interrupt the trajectory of China’s current space agenda and direct China’s space planners to accommodate it.  For that to happen China’s leaders will need to be confident the United States will carry through on the project. The abrupt end to the agreement to have China launch U.S. satellites in the 1990s is a reminder of the potential political risk to any Chinese leader considering cooperation with the United States in space.  In the area of space security, China has long insisted on international treaty negotiations. In the absence of such negotiations, there is no high-profile objective that would require the Chinese leadership to direct its space community to become engaged in developing specific policies and practices to promote space security. There is some question whether international movement toward a new code of conduct for space would be important enough for the Chinese to engage internationally. The EU Code of Conduct is largely completed and unlikely to be open to significant amendment, leaving no role for China to make a meaningful contribution to its development. Thus it is unlikely to compel the Chinese leadership to engage its technical community in developing a Chinese position or response.  In the absence of something significant at stake for China to win or lose, U.S. efforts to engage space stakeholders are unlikely to succeed. The Chinese Foreign Ministry, like the foreign offices within Chinese space entities, is not empowered to initiate policy. If there is nothing to implement, there is nothing for them to do but engage in polite conversation. This may be why the Obama administration officials leave their discussions with their Chinese counterparts feeling confused and frustrated. 


Now Key Time

Now's key to solve space mil

Baohui Zhang  – Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong (March/April 2011, "The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship," JSTOR, RG)

Despite the pessimism about the U.S.-China military space relationship, this article suggests that the security dilemma is susceptible to changes in the strategic environments of the different parties. Perceptions that threats from other countries are rising or declining could intensify—or mollify—the security dilemma. Indeed, recent and important developments in the strategic environments of both countries have created conditions to ease tensions. 

These developments include the current strategic adjustment of the U.S. under the Obama administration, which has endorsed the banning of weapons in space; the recent U.S. willingness to curb missile defense; and the altered situation in the Taiwan Strait. These developments have significantly changed the strategic landscape between China and the U.S. and moderated the major factors contributing to the space security dilemma. This new strategic landscape may offer a window of opportunity for arms control in outer space.

Coop means China takes our advice

Yi Zhou  – Center for Space Science and Applied Research, Chinese Academy of Sciences, George Washington University (Yi, 7/14/2008, "Perspectives on Sino-US cooperation in civil space programs," Science Direct, RG)

The United States will be able to understand more about China’s space development and direction through actual cooperation. At the moment the USA observes China’s space policy and capabilities through statements in China’s white papers. But studying one paper every five years is too limited and does not provide sufficient detail. Some American consulting and research institutions may simply rely on graduate students’ superficial papers to try to gain insight into the direction of China’s space development. These are not full-scale or always entirely accurate, and may sometimes result in misunderstandings. If NASA signed an agreement with CNSA and began joint space projects, they would more easily and directly understand China’s space activities and directions. They may even be able to make some good suggestions for China’s space projects and policies. These win–win suggestions should be readily adopted by China’s policy makers to extend the two countries’ space and national benefits.


China Militarizing Space Now

Chinese intentions are towards militarization – even non-hostile programs appear militaristic to the U.S.

RT News, 5/17/2011 – Russia’s premier international news agency (May 17, 2011, RT News, “Chinese space plans cause military jitters”, http://rt.com/news/china-space-exploration/)
The following information was released by the Russian Federal Space Agency (Roscosmos): China has announced plans to put its own space station in orbit by 2020. The 60-tonne construction will be one-seventh the weight of the ISS and will focus on scientific experiments. However, military involvement with the project is causing concern. Beijing's Space City research center is opening its doors to the media, as China has announced its intention to build a rival to the International Space Station. While some see Chinese advances in space travel as a potential threat, the country's officials are keen to stress the spirit of co-operation, which they say is, behind China's space program. "We are looking forward to co-operating with other countries in the field of space exploration," said Yang Liwei, Vice Director of Manned Space Engineering Bureau. "We are also looking forward to having more countries join this club, so we can promote the common goals of mankind." For the moment though, the Chinese space program is doing very well on its own. Since becoming only the third country in the world to send a person in to space, in 2003, the Chinese also carried out a space walk in 2008 and the country is not going to stop there. China's extraterrestrial ambitions go far beyond the launching of its own space station. The Chinese are hoping to land a man on the moon by 2025 and a man on Mars by 2040, which is an ambitious timetable by anyone's standards. However, it is the very speed and nature of China's space program that have some, including the US, worried. Most of the tens of billions of dollars that the Chinese have spent on these projects has come from the country's military budget. With China's downing of a damaged weather satellite using a ballistic missile in 2007, some are now talking of the potential for a new space arms race. "China is developing its space program like any other superpower," a professor at the People's University of Beijing, Shi Yinhong, says. "All the technology is being developed to come with dual use, civilian and military. This is the most advanced of technology and is mostly used during peace time, but if needed, some technology could also be used during war time, and there is nothing strange about this." Chinese officials deny the country's manned space program has any military use, and instead prefer to emphasize the spirit of mutual peace and partnership that acts as a driving force for its "taikonauts", China's astronauts. Several European countries are expressing interest in using any future space station for research, and Beijing says that it is currently working with Russia on its mission to put a man on Mars.
China’s space weapon capabilities are raising safety concerns for the US
Karin Zeitvogel, correspondent for Agence France-Presse, 2/4/11, “China Develops Counterspace Weapons: DoD Deputy”, Defense News, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=5625257

China is developing "counterspace" weapons that could shoot down satellites or jam signals, a Pentagon official said Feb. 4, as the United States unveiled a 10-year strategy for security in space.  "The investment China is putting into counterspace capabilities is a matter of concern to us," deputy secretary of defense for space policy Gregory Schulte told reporters as the defense and intelligence communities released their 10-year National Security Space Strategy (NSSS).  The NSSS marks a huge shift from past practice, charting a 10-year path in space to make the United States "more resilient" and able to defend its assets in a dramatically more crowded, competitive, challenging and sometimes hostile environment, Schulte said.  "Space is no longer the preserve of the US and the Soviet Union, at the time in which we could operate with impunity," Schulte said.  "There are more competitors, more countries that are launching satellites ... and we increasingly have to worry about countries developing counterspace capabilities that can be used against the peaceful use of space. China is at the forefront of the development of those capabilities."  U.S. concerns over China's space activities have led Defense Secretary Robert Gates to seek to include space in the stability dialogue with the Chinese, Schulte said.  In 2007, China shot down one of its own weather satellites using a medium-range ground missile, sparking international concern not only about how China was "weaponizing" space, but also about debris from the satellite.  Years later, Chinese space junk is still floating around in space. Last year, debris from the satellite passed so close to the International Space Station that crew members had to change orbit and take cover.  Shooting down the satellite not only focused the world's attention on the amount of junk in space but also on Chinese counterspace capabilities, which go beyond shooting down spacecraft, Schulte said.  Among other counterspace activities, Beijing has jammed satellite signals and is developing directed energy weapons, which emit energy towards a target without firing a projectile, said Schulte

China will militarize space.

Larry Wortzel, “China and the Battlefield in Space”, The Heritage Foundation, 10/15/03, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2003/10/china-and-the-battlefield-in-space

The newest battlefield for China will be in space. From a defensive standpoint China is seeking to block the United States from developing its own anti-satellite weapons and space-based ballistic missile defense systems. Beijing and Moscow, through diplomatic channels, have introduced a draft United Nations Treaty that would ban conventional and non-nuclear weapons in space.[i] Meanwhile, from an offensive standpoint, China is developing its own weapons. The People's Liberation Army (PLA) is experimenting with directed energy weapons that can kill satellites and in theoretical research is considering particle beam weapons that can engage missiles in flight. [ii] The Chinese military is also considering the use of "piggy-back satellites" and "micro-satellites" that can be used as kinetic energy weapons to destroy enemy satellites or spacecraft, or can attach themselves to enemy satellites to jam them.[iii]


Arms Race Now

China and the U.S. are engaging in dangerous space military arms races – recent leaks show a competitive spirit that makes conflict and mass weaponization inevitable without the plan

Brittany Saucer 2/3/2011, -- veteran reporter on outer space for the MIT Technology Review, B.A. in reporting from the University of Virginia, (MIT Technology Review, “Wikileaks Hints at U.S. and China Space Weapon Showdown”, http://www.technologyreview.com/blog/deltav/26344/)

The Wikileaks website has obtained diplomatic cables, which have been released to the U.K.'s Daily Telegraph, that suggest that anti-satellite tests conducted by China in 2007 and by the United States in 2008 were not merely "tests" but showcases of each country's space weapon or military powers. This is not entirely surprising, but the documents put in writing the some of the realpolitik involved with two competing super powers, i.e. my weapons are bigger and better than yours. The Chinese intentionally shot down an aging weather satellite 530 miles above Earth in January 2007, which resulted in thousands of pieces of debris, exponentially compounding the space debris problem. The strike down garnered criticism from nations around the world, including the United States. Then in February 2008 the United States shot down a malfunctioning American spy satellite, a task it claimed it had to conduct because the satellite was carrying toxic fuel that could pose health concerns. According to the Telegraph, One month before the strike, the US criticised Beijing for launching its own "anti-satellite test", noting: "The United States has not conducted an anti-satellite test since 1985." In a formal diplomatic protest, officials working for Condoleezza Rice, the then secretary of state, told Beijing: "A Chinese attack on a satellite using a weapon launched by a ballistic missile threatens to destroy space systems that the United States and other nations use for commerce and national security. Destroying satellites endangers people." The warning continued: "Any purposeful interference with US space systems will be interpreted by the United States as an infringement of its rights and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict. "The United States reserves the right, consistent with the UN Charter and international law, to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military." . . . In secret dispatches, US officials indicated that the strike was, in fact, military in nature. Immediately after the US Navy missile destroyed the satellite, the American Embassy in China received "direct confirmation of the results of the anti-satellite test" from the US military command in the Pacific, according to a secret memo. The most recent cable in the collection was sent from the office of Mrs Clinton in January 2010. It claimed that US intelligence detected that China had launched a fresh anti-satellite missile test. Crucially, Washington wanted to keep secret its knowledge that the missile test was linked to China's previous space strikes. The cable, marked "secret" said the Chinese army had sent an SC-19 missile that successfully destroyed a CSS-X-11 missile about 150 miles above the Earth. The leaked cables are interesting, but lack the muster to confirm the Telegraph's claim of "a secret 'star wars' arms race" between China and the U.S. (Given the diplomatic climate at the time, one might expect the U.S. embassy in China to be informed of the American satellite's destruction regardless of whether or not an ulterior agenda was playing out.) More to the point, the cables bring to life dangerous tensions between two powerful nations and continue the Wikileaks saga--that is of secrets and transparency, and how one begins to make sense of it all.

Chinese space militarization is imminent – the U.S. isn’t backing down in its assertive posture of self-defense 

News24 2/5/2011 – South Africa’s premier news source in science technology, member of the Online Publishers Association (OPA), and and a DMMA member (News24, “US worry over China space weapons”, http://www.news24.com/SciTech/News/US-worry-over-China-space-weapons-20110205#)

"The investment China is putting into counterspace capabilities is a matter of concern to us," deputy secretary of defence for space policy Gregory Schulte told reporters as the defence and intelligence communities released their 10-year National Security Space Strategy (NSSS).  The NSSS marks a huge shift from past practice, charting a 10-year path in space to make the US "more resilient" and able to defend its assets in a dramatically more crowded, competitive, challenging and sometimes hostile environment, Schulte said. "Space is no longer the preserve of the US and the Soviet Union, at the time in which we could operate with impunity," Schulte said. "There are more competitors, more countries that are launching satellites... and we increasingly have to worry about countries developing counterspace capabilities that can be used against the peaceful use of space.  "China is at the forefront of the development of those capabilities," he said.  Satellite signals jammed US concerns over China's space activities have led Defence Secretary Robert Gates to seek to include space in the stability dialogue with the Chinese, Schulte said.  In 2007, China shot down one of its own weather satellites using a medium-range ground missile, sparking international concern not only about how China was "weaponising" space, but also about debris from the satellite.  Years later, Chinese space junk is still floating around in space. Last year, debris from the satellite passed so close to the International Space Station that crew had to change orbit and take cover.  Shooting down the satellite not only focused the world's attention on the amount of junk in space but also on Chinese counterspace capabilities, which go beyond shooting down spacecraft, said Schulte.  Among other counterspace activities, Beijing has jammed satellite signals and is developing directed energy weapons, which emit energy toward a target without firing a projectile, said Schulte.  And China isn't the only country flexing its counterspace muscle. Iran and Ethiopia are, too, he said.  International partnerships "They've jammed commercial satellites... If Ethiopia can jam a commercial satellite, you have to worry about what others can do against our military satellites.  "Fifteen years ago we didn't have to worry about that but now we have to think differently, to think about how we can continue to conduct the critical functions that are performed from space, or, if they're degraded, we have to have alternative solutions," said Schulte.  The 10-year strategy document proposes ways to protect US space assets, including by setting up international partnerships along the lines of Nato, under which an attack on one member would be an attack on all, drawing a unified response from members of the alliance.  The US also "retains the option to respond in self-defence to attacks in space, and the response may not be in space, either," Schulte said.

Both the U.S. and China are guilty of ASAT testing –  both refuse to back down and will continue to test and prepare for future militarization

Space.com 2/3/11 -- Source for news of astronomy, skywatching, space exploration, commercial spaceflight and related technologies, authors from MSNBC.com, Yahoo!, the Christian Science Monitor, and others (Space.com, “WikiLeaks Cables Suggest U.S.-China Space Weapons Race”, http://www.space.com/10756-united-states-china-space-missiles.html)
The United States and China engaged in a show of military strength in space by testing anti-satellite weapons on their own satellites on separate occasions, according to diplomatic cables leaked by WikiLeaks and published by the U.K.'s Daily Telegraph newspaper today (Feb. 3).  The memos include more than 500 leaked cables and detail the private fears of two superpowers as they clamber to dominate the new military frontier in space, the Daily Telegraph reported.  The documents disclose that following China's intentional destruction of its own weather satellite in January 2007, the U.S. responded in February 2008 by blowing up one of its own defunct satellites in a "test" strike. At the time, the U.S. insisted that the maneuver was not a military test.  Pentagon officials told reporters in the days before and after the test that it was necessary to destroy the American spy satellite — called USA-193  — just before it re-entered Earth's atmosphere to prevent it from returning to Earth with a toxic fuel tank that would pose health concerns.  But, the leaked documents seem to suggest something else.  "Teng Jianqun, Deputy Secretary General of the China Arms Control and Disarmament Department described the shoot-down as unnecessary and simply an opportunity to test the U.S. missile defense system," the memo stated.  In the dispatched cable, Teng described the strike as "an ideal opportunity to voice their (the U.S.) objection" and proved "the U.S. missile defense system is also an offensive system."  In another secret cable sent after the U.S. Navy missile destroyed the malfunctioning satellite, the American embassy in China received "direct confirmation of the results of the anti-satellite test" from the U.S. military command in the Pacific, according to the Telegraph.  The Chinese anti-satellite test of 2007 destroyed one of the country's old weather satellites in orbit 530 miles (853 kilometers) above Earth, sparking widespread criticism and serving as a wake-up call for the White House.  Another leaked cable from January 2008 showed that officials working for then-Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice issued a warning to Beijing.  "A Chinese attack on a satellite using a weapon launched by a ballistic missile threatens to destroy space systems that the United States and other nations use for commerce and national security," the memo stated. "Destroying satellites endangers people. Any purposeful interference with U.S. space systems will be interpreted by the U.S. as an infringement of its rights and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict."  A month after this diplomatic protest, in February 2008, then-U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates authorized the U.S. Navy to fire a sophisticated rocket at the USA 193 spy satellite – the U.S.'s first anti-satellite test since 1985.  The strike provoked tense talks between the two nations, and the leaked cables reveal that China claimed to be "neither allies nor adversaries" with the U.S. at a defense summit in 2008, the Daily Telegraph reported.  The Chinese assistant foreign minister also expressed concern that the U.S. missile defense program "includes lasers that attack a missile in launch phase over the sovereign territory of the launching country."  The latest secret memo obtained by WikiLeaks was sent from the office of U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton in January 2010.  It claimed that U.S. intelligence detected a successful anti-satellite missile test launched by the Chinese army about 150 miles above Earth.  The cable expressed the Obama administration's shared concern with the former Bush administration over Chinese space weapons plans.  In July 2010, the U.S. government told the United Nations that the country's new space policy will now at least consider measures to control arms in space, similar to other arms control agreements. The Obama administration is also set to release its Space Security Policy Plan this month.


Arms Race Bad

Clash of interests has profound effects on international security, and both sides suspect the other

William C. Martel and Toshi Yoshihara, Fall 2003 -- Associate Professor of International Security Studies at The Fletcher School, Tufts University, B.A. from St. Anselm College, and a Ph.D. in Political Science from University of Massachusetts Amherst, former post-doctoral fellow at Harvard University, Director and Founder of the Center for Strategy and Technology, Associate Professor of International Relations at the Air War College, Professor of National Security Affairs, and Chair of Space Technology and Policy Studies, at the Naval War College, served on the U.S. Air Force Scientific Advisory Board, Member of the Editorial Board of the Naval War College Review, principal investigator on space policy study with research support from MIT Lincoln Laboratory and the U.S. Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency; holder of the John A. van Beuren Chair of Asia-Pacific Studies and is an affiliate member of the China Maritime Studies Institute at the U.S. Naval War College, a visiting professor in the Strategy Department at the Air War College. Dr. Yoshihara has also served as an analyst at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, RAND, and the American Enterprise Institute, he holds a Ph.D. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, an M.A. from the School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, and a B.S. from the School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University (Washington Quarterly and the Council on Foreign Relations, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race”, http://www.cfr.org/china/washington-quarterly-averting-sino-us-space-race/p12158)

This prevailing indifference, however, risks overlooking the longer-term consequences of China’s growing space power and, more dangerously, the potential collision of U.S. and Chinese interests in space. From China’s per- spective, the United States’ self-appointed guardianship of space is pre- sumptuous and represents a genuine challenge to China’s national security concerns. For the United States, China’s extension into space symbolizes its ambitions to challenge U.S. national security. Deeply seated, mutual suspi- cions are evident in both countries’ strategic assessments as the contours of potential strategic competition between Washington and Beijing emerge. In essence, both sides agree that the other represents a challenge. Although this potential clash of interests is not yet sufficiently severe to be visible to casual observers, the United States and China are on the threshold of a space race that could radically influence international security.  


Space War Coming Now

Space buildup causes 

Martel and Yoshihara, 2003 

[William C. Martle, Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval War College and Toshi Yoshihara,  The Washington Quarterly, 26.4 (2003) 19-35, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html]

Strategists in the United States and in China are clearly monitoring the other's developments in space. How the United States judges Chinese intentions and capabilities will determine Washington's response; of course, the reverse is equally true. As each side eyes the other, the potential for mutual misperceptions can have serious and destabilizing consequences in the long term. In particular, both countries' exaggerated views of each other could lead unnecessarily to competitive action-reaction cycles.    What exactly does such an action-reaction cycle mean? What would a bilateral space race look like? Hypothetically, in the next 10 years, some critical sectors of China's economy and military could become increasingly vulnerable to disruptions in space. During this same period, Sino-U.S. relations may not improve appreciably, and the Taiwan question could remain unresolved. If Washington and Beijing could increasingly hold each other's space infrastructure hostage by threatening to use military options in times of crisis, then potentially risky paths to preemption could emerge in the policy planning processes in both capitals. In preparing for a major contingency in the Taiwan Strait, both the United States and China might be compelled to plan for a disabling, blinding attack on the other's space systems before the onset of hostilities. The most troubling dimension to this scenario is that some elements of preemption (already evident in U.S. global doctrine) could become a permanent feature of U.S. and Chinese strategies in space. Indeed, Chinese strategic writings today suggest that the leadership in Beijing believes that preemption is the rational way to prevent future U.S. military intervention.   If leaders in Beijing and Washington were to position themselves to preempt each other, then the two sides would enter an era of mutual hostility, one that might include destabilizing, hair-trigger defense postures in space where both sides stand ready to launch a first strike on a moment's notice. One scenario involves the use of weapons, such as lasers or jammers, which seek to blind sensors on imaging satellites or disable satellites that provide warning of missile launches. Imagine, for example, Washington's reaction if China disabled U.S. missile warning satellites or vice versa. In that case, Sino-U.S. relations would be highly vulnerable to the misinterpretations and miscalculations that could lead to a conflict in space. Although attacks against space assets would likely be a precursor or a complement to a broader crisis or conflict, and although conflicts in the space theater may not generate many casualties or massive physical destruction, the economic costs of conflict in space alone for both sides, and for the international community, would be extraordinary given that many states depend on satellites for their economic well-being.


Impacts—Space War Goes Nuclear 

Space war goes nuclear

Boston Globe 03 [Leading news source, “Bush’s Battle to Dominate in Space” Tuesday, October 28, 2003, http://www.commondreams.org/scriptfiles/views03/1028-03.htm]
Two weeks ago China put a man in space, a signal of China's arrival - and of the arrival of this grave question. Beijing has invested heavily in commercial development of space and will become a significant economic competitor in that sphere. But such peaceful competition presumes a framework of stability, and it is inconceivable that China can pursue a mainly nonmilitary space program while feeling vulnerable to American military dominance. China has constructed a minimal deterrent force with a few dozen nuclear-armed ICBMs, but US "global engagement" based on a missile defense, will quickly undercut the deterrence value of such a force. The Chinese nuclear arsenal will have to be hugely expanded. Meanwhile, America's "high frontier" weapons capacity will put Chinese commercial space investments at risk. No nation with the ability to alter it would tolerate such imbalance, and over the coming decades there is no doubt that China will have that capacity. Washington's refusal to negotiate rules while seeking permanent dominance and asserting the right of preemption is forcing China into an arms race it does not want. Here, potentially, is the beginning of a next cold war, with a nightmare repeat of open-ended nuclear escalation.


Impacts—China War Bad
China war escalates and goes nuclear

Hunkovic, 09 [Lee J., professor at American Military University, “The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”,  American Military University, 2009, p.54]

A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most dominant members. If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat. In any case, if China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it. However, China, Taiwan and United States are the primary actors in this scenario, whose actions will determine its eventual outcome, therefore, other countries will not be considered in this study. 


Impacts—Space Arms Race–Prolif, Warming, Terrorism

Space weapons arms race destroys international cooperation necessary to solve prolif, warming, and terrorism 

Union of Concerned Scientists, “Space Weapons Overview”, 4/18/4, http://www.ucsusa.org/nuclear_weapons_and_global_security/space_weapons/technical_issues/space-weapons-overview.html

However, this norm is being challenged. The Bush administration has been pushing to develop weapons that could be used to deny other countries the use of space in a crisis; these include space-based interceptors, which could be used to attack satellites. The fiscal 2008 budget included a Pentagon request for initial funding of a "space testbed" to develop such interceptors. Meanwhile, China's successful test of an anti-satellite weapon last January dramatically demonstrated that satellites are already at risk.  Left unchecked, the fear that controlling space may afford a decisive military advantage threatens to trigger a space arms race. That would divert economic and political resources from other pressing issues, and hinder international cooperation necessary to make progress on such problems as nuclear nonproliferation, climate change, and terrorism. In addition, increasing reliance on satellites for crucial military functions could cause instability in a crisis. Military war games suggest that the loss of important satellites, such as reconnaissance satellites, could spark a quick escalation in a conflict.  The international community must find ways to keep space free of orbiting weapons, to place limits on potentially harmful or destabilizing technologies—such as a ban on testing and use of weapons that destroy satellites—and to develop verification measures to instill confidence in and strengthen adherence to such agreements.  The Outer Space Treaty of 1967, signed by more than 90 countries, including the United States, bans weapons of mass destruction from space and extends the U.N. Charter to cover space operations. It states, "The exploration and use of outer space…shall be carried out for the benefit and in the interests of all countries, irrespective of their degree of economic or scientific development, and shall be the province of all mankind…[and] shall be guided by the principle of co-operation and mutual assistance …" The Outer Space Treaty lays out the fundamental principles for governing space, which should be used to create a legal framework that addresses today's issues and technologies.  A number of other relevant treaties and international agreements exist, but the legal framework addressing space weaponization is far from comprehensive. International negotiations are urgently needed to extend the framework. However, a handful of countries—including the United States—has blocked efforts to begin international negotiations on space arms control since 1994. Given its long history in space, the United States—which owns more than half of the active satellites orbiting today—instead should be promoting negotiations to protect to our future in space as well as security on Earth.  UCS's project on space weapons is intended to analyze the range of technical and political issues underlying the development, use, and control of space weapons, and to use this analysis to develop recommendations for U.S. and international policy on these issues.

Terrorism causes extinction

Mohammed Sid-Ahmed, “Extinction!”, Al-Ahram Weekly Online, 9/1/04, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Warming causes extinction

Oliver Tickell, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, The Guardian, 8/11/08, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange

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

Prolif causes extinction.

Utgoff 02 (Victor, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions,” Survival, p. 87-90)

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed towards a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear “six shooters” on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather together on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Impacts—Chinese Militarization—Extinction

Chinese space militarization uniquely leads to wide-ranging deterrence failure

Radhakrishna Rao 2009 – Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, Professor Emeritus of Statistics Eberly Professor Emeritus Adjunct Professor, University of Pittsburgh Ph.D., Sc.D.: Cambridge University, (Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, “Is China’s Space Militarization a Threat To India?”, http://www.ipcs.org/article/nuclear/is-chinas-space-militarization-a-threat-to-india-2842.html)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission, thank you for inviting me to testify at today's hearing. I will confine my comments to the Commission's questions on the overall context of the People's Republic of China's (PRC's) emerging use of orbital systems to support military modernization efforts such as the country's emerging anti-access/ area-denial (A2/AD) capabilities in the western Pacific, including the impact of the PRC's space program on the Chinese concept of Comprehensive National Power (CNP). Regarding the role that the PRC's space assets might play in U.S.-China conflict scenarios in the 20122020 timeframe, I will assess the likelihood of such conflicts occurring and argue that China's own growing military use of space may constrain their counter-space options in the long run to a greater extent than some of our war gaming has suggested. How Has the Military Use of Space Changed since the 1960s? The United States, starting with the first successful return of a film canister from a KH1 Corona reconnaissance satellite in August 1960, began to exploit orbital space to monitor the evolution of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republic's (USSR's) strategic-nuclear forces. The USSR followed suit in April 1962 with the first successful return of film from the third Zenit2 launch. Reconnaissance satellites, known euphemistically as National Technical Means (NTM), enabled the United States and the Soviet Union to monitor each other's military capabilities especially intercontinental nuclear forces throughout the Cold War. Although luck also played a part, NTM contributed to a stable relationship that, in the end, avoided a U.S.-Soviet nuclear exchange. Throughout the Cold War, accessing the orbit using updated German rocket technology was costly, technically difficult and failure-prone. Excluding Corona launches without a camera, the initial KH1 success was preceded by eight missions failures. Recall, also, the loss of two American space shuttles: Challenger during liftoff in 1986 and Columbia during reentry in 2003. As a result, the use of space for military missions such as strategic reconnaissance or attack warning was heavily dominated by the United States and the USSR well into the 1980s. Indeed, American and Russian quantitative dominance of near-Earth space persists even today in terms of on-orbit payloads. Counting civilian and military satellites, in 2010 the United States and Russia had over 80 percent of the more than 3,100 payloads on orbit, while China's had only 3.3 percent (102 payloads). Moreover, although the number of nations and organizations with indigenous capabilities to build and launch satellites has only grown by two since the Cold War ended Ukraine (capabilities inherited from the USSR after its collapse) and Iran there are some thirty other nations whose satellites have been launched into orbit by other countries. 1 So, having a satellite, even if put into orbit by another country's launch provider, is rapidly becoming a commodity available in peacetime to most any nation with the necessary funding. The prevailing American assumption during the Cold War was that military space systems would not survive the initiation of an all-out nuclear exchange with the Soviet Union. Orbital systems were, therefore, considered pre-conflict assets that both sides expected to lose if either country resorted to strategic-nuclear weapons. But, as I argued in a 2001 report published by CSBA, the role of space systems began to expand when Congress established the TENCAP (Tactical Exploitation of National Capabilities) program in 1977. Until then, operational commanders had generally had neither tasking authority nor real-time access to national reconnaissance systems. By the 1991 U.S. campaign to eject Iraqi forces from Kuwait (Operation Desert Storm), not only were General Norman Schwarzkopf's theater forces able to utilize overhead electro-optical and radar sensors, but a partial Global Positioning System (GPS) had been optimized to provide precision location and timing information during the 43day conflict. 2 Desert Storm heralded the beginning of the near-real-time integration of orbital systems into the kit of U.S. joint war fighters, a trend that has continued to the present day. Overhead systems not only provide the targeting information for American precision-guided munitions, but the GPS constellation enables weapons such as the Joint Direct Attack Munition to strike battlefield targets through even severe weather such as the sandstorm that, for three days starting on March 24, 2003, obscured the battlefield during Operation Iraqi Freedom. Space systems have been increasingly integrated into U.S. combat operations; they have provided much of the targeting information necessary for guided munitions to be effectively employed as well as the global connectivity on which U.S. battle networks depend. From a U.S. perspective, therefore, the military use of space has changed fundamentally since the early 1960s. During most of the Cold War space systems were used mainly by the United States and USSR for strategic reconnaissance inside the other's sovereign territory prior to the outbreak of general nuclear war. Starting with Desert Storm, however, U.S. space systems have been used increasingly for near-real-time surveillance and targeting of enemy forces during ongoing conventional operations. An added wrinkle is that GPS, which first demonstrated its military value in 1991, subsequently evolved into a universal source of precision location and timing data for individuals, financial institutions, commercial firms, numerous other organizations, and militaries around the globe. Though funded through the U.S. Air Force's budget, GPS is now a service that the U.S. government provides to everyone else on the planet free of charge. Precision-Strike as a Revolution in Military Affairs In the early 1990s, the Pentagon's Office of Net Assessment (ONA) under the direction of Andrew Marshall began exploring the prospect of an emerging revolution in military affairs (RMA) centered on what Soviet theorists termed reconnaissance-strike complexes (or RUKs from the Russian pacaaaiaaoaeuiiyaaoiua eiiieaenu). In the Soviet view, RUKs would integrate theater missiles (or other strike platforms) with precision-guided munitions or sub-munitions, advanced sensors, such as the Pave Mover SAR/MTI (synthetic-aperture radar/moving-target-indicator) radar, and automated command and control (C2). For Marshall, a central question was how the emergence of RUKs combined with new operational concepts and organizational arrangements might alter war's conduct. As early as 1984, Marshal N. V. Ogarkov had suggested that RUKs would eventually enable conventional strikes with precision weapons to approach the effectiveness of nuclear weapons against most targets. By the early 1990s, Marshall was suggesting that long-range precision strike might become the dominant operational approach, and that achieving information superiority might become a major focus of the operational art. 3 Currently, the U.S. military is the only country to have demonstrated a global, end-to-end capability for precision strike in actual combat operations. With the collapse of the Soviet economy at the Cold War's end, the Russians, contrary to what Marshall and others expected in the 1990s, failed to field long-range precision-strike capabilities comparable to those of the United States. Instead, nearly two decades after ONA's first assessment of the "military-technical revolution" (or RMA), the country that appears to be making the greatest strides toward fielding regional RUKs is China. So far, China's precision-strike capabilities are regional in the sense of being focused on limiting the U.S. power projection in the western Pacific, especially in the waters near Taiwan. One element of the PRC's emerging A2/AD capabilities is the development of a variant of the Dong-Feng (DF) 21 (CSS5) medium-range ballistic missile capable of targeting U.S. naval surface combatants notably aircraft carriers at distances of up to 1,500 kilometers (810 nautical miles) from the Chinese mainland. 4 To provide accurate, real-time target information for the DF21D anti-ship ballistic missile (ASBM), the Chinese have been considering the integration of data from a variety of space-based sensors, including electro3 optical (EO), synthetic-aperture radar (SAR), electronic reconnaissance, and ocean surveillance satellites. 5 In 2010 China made three launches of its Yaogan series, which are believed to be military reconnaissance satellites. Most likely, Yaogan 10 carried a SAR sensor, Yaogan 11 an EO sensor, and Yaogan 9 was evidently a triplet of satellites designed for ocean reconnaissance. 6 Robert Willard, commander of U.S. Pacific Command, indicated in December 2010 that China's 2 nd Artillery Corps had reached "initial operational capability" with the DF21D ASBM system, although he added that the Chinese had not yet tested the entire system against a moving ship at sea. 7 Nonetheless, China's development of ASBM and its supporting sensors reflect a strong aspiration now approaching realization to be able to hold at risk U.S. carrier battle groups should they try to operate in and around Taiwan as occurred during the crisis of 1995-1996. Indeed, in the near term the People's Liberation Army (PLA) seems intent on establishing a virtual keep-out zone for U.S. power-projection forces extending from the Chinese mainland out to the first island chain running from southern Japan, through Okinawa and Taiwan, to the Philippines and Malaysia. The Two Sides of Growing Dependence on Information from Space in "HiTech Local Wars" In the aftermath of the 1991 Persian Gulf War and subsequent "limited wars under high-tech conditions" (jubu zhanzheng zai gaojishu tiaojian xia), Chinese military theorists concluded that the PLA's longstanding reliance on mass mobilization for all-out war was no longer applicable. As the United States demonstrated in 1991 and, again, in 2003 industrial-age military forces based on the massive application of mechanized firepower stood little chance against the high-tech, informationled forces of the United States. 8 The PLA, therefore, had no choice but to start down a path of strategic modernization that recognized "informationalization" (xinxi hua) as a key element of future wars. Informationalization, moreover, involved more than just embracing information technology. Information needed to pervade everything from planning and logistics to operations in all five conflict domains (land, sea, air, space and cyberspace), with "informational warfare" becoming the basic form of local war under high-tech conditions. Chinese appreciation of the vital role information will play in future hi-tech local wars has two main ramifications. The first is that, from a modernization perspective, the PLA has no choice but to invest in the capability to get information for its forces from space. It is not unreasonable to suspect that, without some inflight target updates, a DF21D reentry vehicle, even with terminal guidance, might be hard-pressed to hit a U.S. aircraft carrier operating hundreds of miles off the Chinese coast. After all, during a notional five-minute DF21D time of flight, a U.S. carrier moving at 25 knots could change its position by some two nautical miles, and radiofrequency aerosol obscurants could defeat the warhead's radar terminal guidance. China's emerging ASBM capability, therefore, is likely to require inflight target updates, and Chinese writings indicate that these updates will come from satellites. These observations about the dependence of the DF21D ASBM on space-based sensors raise an important point about U.S. perceptions of PLA approaches to space systems in the event of a conflict with the United States. A frequent move by the China team in U.S. war games has been to mount attacks early on to deny the use of satellites to both sides on the premise that U.S. forces have more to lose than China's. If, however, the 2 nd Artillery Corps needs information from overhead sensors to carry out its own missions in time of war, the strategy may not make as much sense as war games have tended to suggest. Selectively dazzling or blinding U.S. EO satellites as they come into view over Chinese territory with groundbased lasers is one thing. Rendering LEO unusable for all nations either by generating debris from multiple kinetic attacks on U.S. reconnaissance satellites, 10 or by detonating a nuclear weapon above the mesosphere to charge up the Earth's van Allen radiation belts, is another. Both are essentially "Samson" options. The other ramification of the vital role that satellites have increasingly played in U.S. military operations is that the Chinese cannot help but appreciate just how dependent American precision warfare is on the use of space. Precision munitions are only useful if they can be supplied with precision targeting information such as the GPS coordinates of an aim point. To get that information to shooters in time to deal with timesensitive targets, the United States has invested heavily in developing global battle networks as well as intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) systems such as EO and radar satellites as well as unmanned air vehicles (UAVs) like the RQ4 Global Hawk and MQ1 Predator. An advantage of UAVs over LEO satellites is that they can dwell over a target area and provide staring surveillance rather than periodic looks. The UAVs, however, are critically dependent on communications satellites (COMSATs). Currently, a single Predator orbit requires data rates of up to 6.4 million bits/second (Mbps); and the electrooptical, infrared and synthetic aperture radar feeds from a single Global Hawk can potentially consume as much as 274 Mbps. These bandwidth requirements have been met by military and commercial COMSATs in geostationary orbits. In addition, the UAVs themselves depend on GPS for precise geolocation of whatever their sensors are "seeing." Thus, the targeting and battlemanagement networks integral to current U.S. strike operations contain vulnerabilities to attacks ranging from jamming C2 links to the covert insertion of false data into U.S. networks. During the major combat phase of Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) in MarchApril 2003, the Combined Air Operations Center (CAOC) in Saudi Arabia used 31 military and commercial COMSAT terminals with a capacity of nearly 210 Mbps. 11 Overall, the total information flow in and out of theater during OIF's major combat phase is estimated to have peaked around three billion bits per second while some 84 percent of all military communications in and out of the theater went through commercial COMSATs. 12 As for the dependence of precision strike operations on space, nearly 44 percent of the guided munitions expended in the OIF air campaign used inertial/GPSaided guidance to home in on their aim points. There is extensive evidence that the PLA understands these U.S. dependencies and is making every effort to find ways to be able to exploit them in any future conflict with the United States. The Chinese are investing in everything from jamming to counternetwork attack (the offensive form of cyber warfare), antisatellite (ASAT) systems, and direct-edenergy weapons. Retired Vice Admiral Mike McConnell argued in February 2010 that the United States is already engaged in a cyberwar with various competitors, adding that the United States was losing this "war," particularly against China. 13 As for traditional "kinetic" approaches to undermining U.S. access to space, in January 2007 China demonstrated a directascent ASAT capability by destroying one of its own aging LEO weather satellites with a kinetickill vehicle launched by a mobile missile at the Xichang space facility in Sichuan province. 14 Suffice it to say that even if the PLA would hesitate to disarm its own precisionstrike capabilities by taking out both sides space systems in a future conflict, the Chinese will certainly do what they can to degrade and interfere with unimpeded U.S. access to space. The Chinese Space Program and Comprehensive National Power So far, I have focused almost exclusively on the military use of space. Since the 1980s, however, Chinese scholars have developed the concept of Comprehensive National Power (CNP) to quantify the relative power relationships between nations and even to predict the outcome of future local wars under hightech conditions. While different versions of CNP can be found in Chinese writings, the gist is that CNP involves more than economic and military strength. Political power and influence, science and technology, natural resources as reflected in a country's population and territory, and social development (literacy, education levels, etc.) also contribute to CNP. The obvious point to be made is that the PRC's space program contributes to the country's CNP over and above its contributions to China's military power. China is among the three countries the other two being the United States and Russia that have put humans in space on their own. China's current efforts to explore the moon, as well as its longerterm aspirations to land humans there again (starting in 2030) and begin construction of a lunar base, contribute to the PRC's science and technology as well as the country's international prestige. While it is anyone's guess what impact the establishment of a Chinese lunar base might have on power relationships on Earth, the contributions of China's space program to the country's CNP is not limited to the military sphere. As General Ding Henggao has quoted Deng Xiaoping as saying, if China had not had nuclear weapons and launched satellites in the 1960s, "then China would not be called an important, influential country and would not enjoy the international status that it does today." 16 Table 1 shows CNP estimates for the PRC and the United States from 1980 to 1998 by the Chinese scholars Hu Angang and Men Honghua from the Center for Chinese Studies at Tsinghua University in Beijing. The figure depicts the PRC as a rising power, but still, at the beginning of the twentyfirst century, one substantially inferior to the United States. China's economy has, of course, continued to grow much faster than the United States' since the turn of the century. Hu and Men's 2004 paper also contains gross domestic product (GDP) projections that show China's economy being greater than that of the United States by 2020. 17 These projections are consistent with the International Monetary Fund's recent announcement that China's GDP will surpass America's in real terms in 2016. Nevertheless, just as CNP is composed of more than military power, it also reflects more than GDP. Consequently, surpassing the United States in GDP does not mean surpassing the United States in Comprehensive National Power. The Role of Space in Possible U.S.China Conflicts in 2012 and 2020 The most common scenarios for a conflict between the United States and the PRC are built around a Chinese attempt to take Taiwan by military force. The first point to be made about the likelihood of such an attempt is that China has been fairly successful in pursuing the economic entanglement of Taiwan. In 2003 I participated in discussions of net assessment with senior Taiwanese national security officials held in Taipei. What struck me during that trip was the growing migration of Taiwan's advanced technologies and businesses to mainland China, lured by such incentives as lower labor costs. Since then, the indications are that the gradual economic entanglement of Taiwan has continued, and that it is leading in the long run to Taiwan's eventual economic "capture" by the PRC. If this assessment is correct, then the chances of the PRC initiating a military takeover of Taiwan in 2012 or even 2020 appear to be quite low. Why use military force if economic entanglement leading to economic capture is succeeding? Note, too, that this approach embodies Sun Tzu's dictum that the acme of strategy is to subdue the enemy without fighting. The second point to be made about prospective U.S.PRC conflicts in 2012 or 2020 draws on the ongoing efforts of China scholars to understand how PRC leaders and strategists envision the future security environment. Michael Pillsbury, Jacqueline Newmyer and others argue that China's leaders view international relations since the Cold War through the prisim of the strategy and statecraft that emerged from China's Warring States Period (from around 400 BCE to China's unification under the Qin Dynasty in 221 BCE). According to Newmyer, the Warring States period "was a militarized age when roughly seven small kingdoms vied for ascendancy over the territory now considered China's Han core." 18 After some two centuries of struggle, the state of Qin emerged victorious, unified China, and launched the dynastic era that lasted into the twentieth century. Newmyer believes that in light of the Warring States literature, China's grand strategy today seeks "to prevent the encirclement of China while encircling prospective enemies, with the aim of creating a disposition of power so favorable to the PRC that it will not actually have to use force to secure its interests." However, because China is a rising power whose conventional military power remains substantially inferior to that of the United States, it is imperative for China to avoid a direct military conflict with the global hegemon for the time being. As Hu and Men concluded in 2004, militarily, China is still not strong enough "to cope with the military challenges by the forces advocating for Taiwan independence." 20 This reading of Chinese grand strategy provides, in my view, further grounds for questioning the likelihood of a U.S.PRC conflict over Taiwan in 2012 or 2020. What role might China's space capabilities play should such a conflict occur nonetheless? Answers to this question vary widely. In 2001, the commission on U.S. national security in space warned that unless steps were taken to reduce the vulnerability of America's space systems, the country would face the real possibility of a "Space Pearl Harbor." 21 After the PRC's successful ASAT test in January 2007, Geoffrey Forden from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology concluded that even with months of planning and prepositioning, the best China could do against U.S. space capabilities would be to attack nine LEO satellites. He argued that the shortterm consequences of such an attack would be limited, and that, due to the redundancy of U.S. space systems, even under the worstcase scenario China's allout ASAT attack would "only reduce" America's use of precisionguided weapons and satellite communications into and out of the theater. 22 My inclination is to think that Forden's assessment better reflects actual PRC ASAT capabilities between now and 2020 than did the 2001 space commission's warning of a looming Space Pearl Harbor. Ashley Tellis, whose assessment of China's military space strategy in the autumn 2007 issue of Survival sparked a strident debate over China's counterspace capabilities and strategic goals in early 2008, 23 mentions several other options directedenergy weapons, electronic attacks including jamming, and terrestrial attacks against the ground segments of U.S. space systems that provide alternatives to directascent, kinetic attacks against U.S. satellites. To these alternatives I would add cyber attacks aimed at disrupting U.S. computer networks. There are other ways, then, to try to turn U.S. dependence on space into vulnerabilities in addition to kinetic attacks on satellites, and some ways are certainly easier than others. Because of the Chinese space program, an adequate net assessment of U.S. and Chinese space capabilities in hypothetical western Pacific conflicts circa 2012 or 2020 would require not only classified data but detailed analysis that, frankly, I have not done. Since a 2005 summer study on military advantage, the Office of Net Assessment has been trying to produce an assessment of military competition in space. Complications such as the growing overlap between space and cyberspace have prevented ONA from making much progress. The United States clearly has vulnerabilities stemming from its dependence on space for everything from ISR and C2 to precision strike and Blue Force tracking; but understanding how well the PLA could exploit those capabilities depends on many things, including the effectiveness of PRC counterspace and A2/AD capabilities, the redundancy of the relevant U.S. assets both in orbit and within the atmosphere, and the adaptability and combat experience of U.S. war fighters. Again, setting aside the Samson options, my inclination is to suggest that evolving Chinese efforts to exploit U.S. "informational" vulnerabilities in space would be unlikely to produce a decisive advantage over the United States in conflicts in the western Pacific through the end of this decade. Might the balance shift more in China's favor beyond 2020? It is very hard to say. A further complication, though, is that the weaponization of space is underway. Here I am not thinking primarily about the U.S. Air Force's X37B orbital test vehicle, the second of which was launched in March 2011 as USA226. Rather, I am thinking mainly about the efforts of commercial space companies such as ViviSat and MDA (MacDonald, Dettwiler and Associates) to develop satellites that will be able to extend the mission lives of existing satellites. ViviSat's missionextension vehicle, for example, will be able to dock with a geostationary communications satellite and assume all attitude and stationkeeping control. MDA's servicer will be able to refuel satellites and Intelsat has signed up as its anchor customer. However, space vehicles with these capabilities could also be used to neutralize satellites, thereby opening the door to the de facto weaponization of space.

Impacts—Militarization—Preemptive Strikes

Chinese militarization causes U.S. pre emptive strikes, resulting in war

TELLIS 07, Ashley: Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Senior Adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs, former Senior Policy Analyst at the RAND Corporation [“China's Military Space Strategy,” Survival 49:3 p41-72, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf]

Finally, the growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities. If such a clash were to compel Beijing to attack US space systems at the beginning of a war, the very prospect of such a 'space Pearl Harbor'94 could, in turn, provoke the United States to contemplate pre-emptive attacks or horizontal escalation on the Chinese mainland. Such outcomes would be particularly likely in a conflict in the next decade, before Washington has the opportunity to invest fully in redundant space capabilities. Already, US Strategic Command officials have publicly signaled that conventionally armed Trident submarine-launched ballistic missiles would be appropriate weapons for executing the prompt strikes that might become necessary in such a contingency.95 Such attacks, even if employing only conventional warheads, on space launch sites, sensor nodes and command and control installations on the Chinese mainland could well be perceived as a precursor to an all-out war. It would be difficult for all sides to limit the intensification of such a conflict, even without the added complications of accidents and further misperception.96 *** The emergence of potent Chinese counter-space capabilities makes US military operations in Asia more risky than ever. The threat has not arisen due to a lack of a space arms-control regime, or because of the Bush administration's disinclination to negotiate an accord that bans the weaponization of space. Rather, it is rooted entirely in China's requirement that it be able to defeat the United States in a regional conflict despite its conventional inferiority. This strategic challenge has compelled Beijing to exploit every anti-access and battle-space-denial technology potentially available. The threat posed by this Chinese effort cannot be neutralized by arms-control agreements, even though all countries stand to profit from the absence of threats to their assets in space. There is a temptation, especially in the United States, to view China's counter-space programs in moralistic terms. This approach is undesirable and best avoided: Beijing's desire to defeat the stronger by asymmetric means is not a reflection of its deviousness, nor provoked by mendacity on the part of the United States or the Bush administration. It is grounded in the objective conditions that define the relationship between the two countries: competing political goals, likely to persist whether or not the Taiwan conflict is resolved. In such circumstances, the United States should seek, as the Bush administration's own National Space Policy declares, to protect the 'use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefit of all humanity'. But if this fundamental goal is threatened by Chinese counter-space activities aimed at American space assets, the United States has no choice but to run an offence-defense arms race, and win.


Impacts—Chinese Militarization First Bad

Chinese militarization first would mean a collapse U.S. hegemony and leadership

Colonel David J. Thompson, USAF and Lieutenant Colonel William R. Morris, USAF, 2001 – Thompson, masters degrees in navigation and space operations from Central Michigan University and the Naval War College, Maxwell Airforce Academy and the College of Aerospace Research, Education and Doctrine, August, “China in Space Civilian and Military Developments”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/maxwell/mp24.pdf)

American forces in Operation Desert Storm clearly demonstrated the significant contribution and value of space assets to military forces. US satellites served as valuable force multipliers to operational commanders and personnel. Space forces provided time critical data and information related to ballistic missile attacks, worldwide communications, up-to-date weather information, pinpoint navigation and positioning, and vital intelligence and reconnaissance information about Iraqi forces and assets. The Chinese clearly understand this. More-over, Chinese strategists appear to have grasped the concept of space dominance. PLA leadership acknowledges space as an essential dimension of regional warfare. For example, in 2000 the PRC Defense Minister said that space-power is viewed as the key to China’s planning to supplant the United States.38 PLA doctrine would deny the advantages of space to the US, seeking to leverage space for China’s own advantage. This is in direct confrontation with the recently released Rumsfeld Commission report characterizing space as a “vital national interest” for the United States.39 As the Hong Kong newspaper Sing Tao Daily reported in January 2001, “to ensure winning in a future high-tech war, China’s military has been quietly working hard to develop asymmetrical combat capability [sic] so that it will become capable of completely paralyzing the enemy’s fighting system when necessary by ‘attacking selected vital points’ in the enemy’s key areas.”40 This correlates to CIA Director George J. Tenet’s February 2001 testimony before the Senate Intelligence Committee that weaker foreign militaries view US space systems as a key vulnerability during potential conflicts.41


U.S.-China Coop Good – Economy, Terror, Prolif

China co-op solves econ collapse, terror, and prolif

WENZHONG, 4 (zhou, prc ministry of foreign affairs, 2/07, “Vigorously Pushing Forward the Constructive and Cooperative Relationship Between China and the United States,” http://china-japan21.org/eng/zxxx/t64286.htm)
China's development needs a peaceful international environment, particularly in its periphery. We will continue to play a constructive role in global and regional affairs and sincerely look forward to amicable coexistence and friendly cooperation with all other countries, the United States included. We will continue to push for good-neighborliness, friendship and partnership and dedicate ourselves to peace, stability and prosperity in the region. Thus China's development will also mean stronger prospect of peace in the Asia-Pacific region and the world at large. China and the US should, and can, work together for peace, stability and prosperity in the region. Given the highly complementary nature of the two economies, China's reform, opening up and rising economic size have opened broad horizon for sustained China-US trade and economic cooperation. By deepening our commercial partnership, which has already delivered tangible benefits to the two peoples, we can do still more and also make greater contribution to global economic stability and prosperity. Terrorism, cross-boundary crime, proliferation of advanced weapons, and spread of deadly diseases pose a common threat to mankind. China and the US have extensive shared stake and common responsibility for meeting these challenges, maintaining world peace and security and addressing other major issues bearing on human survival and development. China is ready to keep up its coordination and cooperation in these areas with the US and the rest of the international community.


U.S.-China Coop Good – Space Debris, Climate Change

U.S Chinese Cooperation key to solve space debris and climate change- U.S unique in providing China the necessary incentive to be a responsible space power 

Dr. James Clay Moltz, Dr. Moltz worked previously as a staff member in the U.S. Senate and has served as a consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment. He held prior academic positions at Duke University and at the University of California. Journal of Contemporary China. “China, the United States, and Prospects for Asian Space Cooperation.” 2011. http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/10670564.2011.520847  

Despite the potential scientific-, economic-, and security-related value of cooperation among major space-faring countries in Asia, such relations to date have been largely absent and broader notions of interdependence and shared interests in space have not yet taken root. Existing regional trends, moreover, do not point to rapid progress toward multilateral rapprochement, burden-sharing, and close engagement. While this is not an especially optimistic conclusion, it should also not be too surprising. Space is still a relatively new, highly competitive, and military relevant area. At the same time, a number of factors are putting greater pressure on states and raising the incentives for space cooperation. As US–Chinese discussions continue to seek out avenues for progress and as common threats to regional security in terms of climate change and natural disasters occupy more of decision-makers’ attention spans, space cooperation may be a beneficiary. Progress, however, is not likely to be rapid and there is considerable ground for backpedaling in the case of new obstacles or incidents. For these reasons, the best that can be predicted at this point is a picture of slow progress. Ironically, formal, region-wide cooperative mechanisms for space may be the last to emerge, due to enduring political divisions and security mistrust within the region. China and Japan also have invested significant political and economic capital in their separate space organizations for the region and are unlikely to abandon them in the near term. At the same time, supporters of cooperation should take heart in the growing knowledge at the regional level of shared problems in space security (such as orbital debris) and the benefits of cooperation in disaster monitoring. Commercial and budgetary factors are also increasingly driving countries—including the United States—toward greater cooperation in space. Military dynamics are currently moving in an uncertain direction, with strong competitive tendencies but also a growing realization that war in space will be harmful to all and that, therefore, tensions need to be reduced. Given all of these complex factors, it may be tempting for Asian decision-makers to avoid dealing with space issues. Unfortunately, given the rapid dynamics in this field and their linkage to national security, they will demand greater attention in the coming years if threats to space assets and possible spillovers to regional conflict more generally are to be avoided. US policy in this regard could play a significant role in helping to increase incentives for China to become a responsible player in space and to signal to US allies that space commerce with China can be conducted safely and to mutual benefit. If Asia’s space powers begin to recognize their common interests and work toward greater collaboration in their civil, commercial, scientific, and security-related activities in space, problems currently foreseeable from existing trends in Asian space competition might eventually be avoided.

<insert climate change, space junk impacts>


U.S.-China Coop Good – East Asian Regionalism

US-Chinese cooperation key to East Asian space commerce- Regionalism is impossible if U.S tech in South Korea and Japan is not matched with U.S The 

Dr. James Clay Moltz, Dr. Moltz worked previously as a staff member in the U.S. Senate and has served as a consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment. He held prior academic positions at Duke University and at the University of California. Journal of Contemporary China. “China, the United States, and Prospects for Asian Space Cooperation.” 2011. http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/10670564.2011.520847  

In terms of space commerce, trends beyond Asia show that the international commercial space industry is becoming more and more integrated, despite the efforts of individual Asian countries to control their technologies and favor domestic enterprises. The logic of globalization has affected space manufacturing just as it has other industries, and there are clear advantages in terms of cost and technology to cooperation. The close US–Russian engagement in commercial launchers and in human spaceflight provides an excellent example of a cooperative outcome driven largely by this market logic. Asian countries facing increasing economic pressure in the coming years may eventually be moved in a similar direction as they face a choice of continuing to pay higher costs or beginning to work with erstwhile rivals. Progress in bilateral US–Chinese ties will likely be a major prerequisite for broader regional cooperation, given the use of US technologies in a number of South Korean and Japanese products. US ITAR reform could send an important signal of a shift in attitude and thus pave the way for greater cooperation from US allies as well. 


Space Coop Good—Aerospace Industry

Space cooperation is key to the aerospace industry and reducing the trade deficit

Zhou 08 [Yi Zhou, Professor at the Center for Space Science and Applied Research at George Washington University, “Perspectives on US-Sino cooperation in civil space programs, 7/14/2008]

Benefits for the US space industry. China is a very big market. China’s GDP increases by over 10% per year [9], which also means very rapid development and lots of business opportunities. The USA’s space industry and its other technology-intensive products are more obviously competitive than China’s. If Congress were to assume a more positive posture, the US space industry would be able to expand into China’s market and reap significant benefits. This would help to reduce the USA’s trade deficit as well. Europe has already entered China’s space market and received economic benefits in space business and other areas. 


Solvency—Now Key 

China coop k2 space leadership

Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese -- serves as Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the U.S. Naval War College. Previously, she was on the faculty at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama; and the Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law at the University of Central Florida. Dr. Johnson-Freese has testified before the U.S. Congress on several occasions regarding Chinese space activities and space security issues generally. She is on the editorial board of China Security and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Dr. Johnson-Freese’s most recent book is entitled ‘Space as a Strategic Asset’, released in March 2007 by Columbia University Press, (2007, “China’s Space Ambitions”, www.ifri.org/downloads/China_Space_Johnson_Freese.pdf, Caplan)
China is already working with ESA on programs ranging from DoubleStar to Galileo, it worked with Russia on human spaceflight, and it is courting many Asian countries for projects involving cooperative work on environmental and disaster monitoring and management, sometimes through the Asia-Pacific Multilateral Cooperation in Space Organization (APSCO). That the EU considered dropping its arms embargo against China demonstrates that other countries do not necessarily share US views about the value or necessity of isolating China. Over the long term China will increasingly engage partners in space activity. The question is whether the USA will choose to deflect or co-opt some of that cooperative activity in directions of its choice. The USA has historically and successfully employed cooperative space activities to ‘shape’ other countries’ programs; guiding them into benign areas of interest and leaving them fewer funds to pursue activities that are less in its interest. Controlled or limited cooperation has also allowed the USA to get a much better idea of exactly what the priorities and capabilities are in other countries. Because China's program is still largely opaque, isolating it will only limit our ability to monitor what they are doing and, perhaps even more importantly, to determine their long-term intent. Technology transfer remains a critical issue. Given that stopping technology transfer to China is impossible because the USA does not have a technology monopoly, managing it through transfers from the USA, rather than having China obtain it from other countries with fewer controls, becomes a pragmatic option. Further, cooperation with China in space offers the USA leverage in Chinese space activities, removes the counterproductive perception of a space race, and offers the USA the opportunity to develop soft power through a human space program with a goal beyond science and exploration—strategic leadership. Cooperation in space with China does not excuse the Communist regime from its abysmal record on human rights. Indeed, it is because China is an authoritarian state at the crossroads of its political development that it is imperative that America, as the world's leading democracy, step forward and help shape China's aspirations in space toward peaceful and cooperative ends, rather than seeing them turned toward more threatening ideological or military goals. It should also be pointed out that attempting to draw linkages between space cooperation and other foreign policy goals, like human rights, is unlikely to be successful. The USA tried this with the USSR and only became frustrated. The USA can use space cooperation to co-opt, or shape, Chinese space activity. That is a worthy goal in itself. An inclusive cooperative human space program returns to the Apollo model, a program with a strategic goal, but this time based on cooperation rather than competition. Cooperation is not easy. But the ISS experience, and studies conducted by groups with long experience in cooperation models, such as the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, tells us there are ways to manage the issues [2]. A first step in any model is to ensure that all partners have a vested interest in success, all partners fully understand their roles, and that the science and engineering goals are meaningful. We know how to do it. Let us imagine a few alternative, hypothetical scenarios. If the USA were to finish the ISS only to then turn it over to the partners so the USA could pursue the Moon/Mars vision, it would then get mired down in technical or political difficulties—not be hard to imagine—the USA could end up the only spacefaring nation not involved in ISS. If the USA pursued the Moon/Mars vision with the ISS partners, but not China, it would be China (the developing country) versus the rest of the (developed) world, magnifying the perceived importance of each small advance China made and every misstep by the USA. If the USA were to pursue the Moon/Mars mission alone, other countries could see working with China as an opportunity to work on a human space program, and on a more level playing field, creating a US versus China and the rest scenario. Finally, as some have suggested, the USA could simply forego human space activity. But the USA must not allow human space leadership to slip away. Human spaceflight requires pushing the envelop in areas of science and engineering—in medical fields and areas of life support systems engineering, for example—that could otherwise potentially be neglected. While direct benefits to the economy or defense from a particular program may not always be identifiable in advance, GPS, once a government program without a clear mission, has certainly demonstrated that we should not be bound by the limits of our imagination. The importance that space provides to building science capabilities generally is not unnoticed elsewhere. China is acutely aware that it has a long way to go toward becoming a science ‘power’ and it hopes human spaceflight will accelerate its movement up the learning curve. For the USA to maintain its leadership position, it is therefore imperative that it stays active in space as well. It is also important to remember that human spaceflight is part of the US space agenda, but not the entire agenda. We need to maintain a balance to assure continued pre-eminence in all aspects of science and engineering. Finally, space represents the future. It is imperative that the USA, as the world's leader, remains the world's leader into the future. The USA should plan for the future of human spaceflight from a ‘effects-based’ perspective. What does it hope to achieve? Is it looking to maintain its pre-eminence in human spaceflight? I suggest it must. If that is the goal, realistically, we need a rationale beyond science and exploration to sustain the momentum. Competition once served that purpose but will not do so any longer. Indeed, competition places the USA in a race not in its best interests. Strategic leadership of a cooperative space mission off planet Earth offers the USA a viable way forward toward maintaining leadership while generating significant soft power globally, soft power necessary toward such strategic goals as effectively fighting the global ‘war on terrorism’. US policy makers must look at space from a strategic perspective, not just from a science or exploration perspective.


Solvency—General—US-China Space Coop Solves 

Solves everything – takes out CFR taskforce

Ryan Rutkowski – masters candidate specializing in international relations in U.S.-Sino cooperation at Johns Hopkins University, February 21, 2009, “The Prospect of US – China Collaboration for Manned-Space Exploration”, Lexis

However, the continued reluctance to pursue U.S. and China space cooperation, ignores the benefits of such cooperation, namely promote mutual understanding, cost savings, improved transparency, and ensuring long-term gains in human space exploration. Similar with US-Russian cooperation, US-Chinese space cooperation will allow for a cultural exchange through collaboration with US and Chinese astronauts and scientists. China could be a vital source of funding to reduce the rising costs for an expanding U.S. space program. Indeed, China and the US could collaborate on joint-projects, such as ISS or even a lunar base that could help reduce the cost of investment in space exploration for both countries. US-China space collaboration would also reduce security tensions, especially in space-based weapons, by increasing transparency of the long-term intentions of both countries in space technology. Finally, U.S. and Chinese civilian space programs could recognize a common purpose and commitment to the development of space technology to promote progress in human space exploration to the moon, mars, and beyond. U.S-China space cooperation is vital to future progress in space technology and space exploration. The U.S. and China could engage in non-sensitive data and information sharing from satellites, such as debris management, environmental and meteorological conditions, and navigation. The two countries could also engage in a space policy dialogue similar to the annual strategic economic dialogue to build a better understanding of civilian and military space objectives and a common vision for space exploration initiatives. Finally, the U.S. and China could launch bi-lateral and multi-lateral joint-projects with ISS, lunar expeditions, and eventual mars exploration. Ultimately, the future of U.S.-China space cooperation is a necessity for continuation of human progress in exploring our planet, solar system, and worlds beyond.


Solvency—Coop Solves Militarization

Cooperation, specifically over Mars, curbs China’s aggressive space doctrine

Metzler 07 [PG Metzler, winner of the 2007 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Strategic Essay Competition, “China in Space: Implications for U.S. Military Strategy”,  4th Quarter 2007]

Seek Opportunities for Engagement. China’s progress in space is an opportunity for engagement. Just as the United States is putting instruments on a lunar orbiter to be launched by India,13 there may be opportunities for cooperation with China in future space missions. Perhaps a U.S.-China Moon mission or international mission to Mars could serve as a vehicle for promoting international cooperation and shaping China’s behavior, prompting Beijing to demonstrate the self-restraint of Russia and the United States during the Cold War.  
Lack of US cooperation with China on future space ventures will lead to Chinese space militarization

John Baker and Kevin Pollpeter, researchers with the RAND Corporation, 12/13/04, “A Future for U.S.-China Space Cooperation?” Rand Corporation, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2004/12/13/SN.html
In addition to launching its first human into space, China has approved plans for robotic lunar exploration that could lay the foundation for human missions and hopes to eventually orbit a permanent manned space station. China's emergent role in human space flight coincides with the announcement last January of NASA's goal to return to the moon and lay the foundation for human exploration of Mars.  During the post-Apollo era, U.S. space exploration programs have been burdened by unrealistic expectations and inadequate funding that sometimes led to canceled or scaled-back programs. Transporting humans into space for extended periods remains expensive, risky and technically demanding. Cooperation with China on human space flight provides opportunities for collaboration that could reduce the cost of major missions such as returning to the moon and long-duration flights to Mars.  The Chinese would expect to benefit from cooperation with the more advanced U.S. space program, gaining increased prestige and taking a great leap forward by getting access to U.S. knowledge, experience and technology. However, because most space technologies and skills are dual-use in nature — meaning they also can be used to develop space systems for military use — America wants to be sure China doesn't use space cooperation as a tool to strengthen its military might.  China has strong military reasons to become a major space power and many Chinese writings on space argue that China should develop space weapons in addition to militarizing space. These technologies could be used against U.S. forces if an armed conflict arises over Taiwan.  China could go a long way in addressing American concerns by increasing the transparency of its space program to reduce uncertainties over its intentions in space. A big step in this direction would be for China to remove its human space flight program from military control and establish a civil organization with direct responsibility for human space flight that would be better suited to working with NASA.  The U.S. experience with the Soviet Union, and later with Russia, offer some insights on the promise and challenges of international space cooperation. Nearly three decades ago the two countries proceeded with the Apollo-Soyuz docking mission despite Cold War tensions. In recent years, the United States has benefited from its cooperation with Russia in preparing for, constructing and operating the international space station. Cooperation has not been easy, but it has been essential for making progress in human space activities, particularly since the Columbia shuttle accident.  While the United States may have apprehensions about partnering with China in space, other nations do not. China is becoming an attractive partner for Europe and Russia, which are less inhibited in selling dual-use technologies to China. European nations are already partnering with China on significant space ventures, including the Galileo satellite navigation project. Cooperation with Russia or Europe could provide China with much of the same technologies that the U.S. hopes to prevent China from obtaining.  Chinese cooperation on major space efforts without U.S. involvement could threaten to erode the U.S. leadership position as the world's top space power. As with all areas of international relations, the United States must decide the extent it wants to proceed on its own path or collaborate with other countries to achieve common goals.  The financial and technical challenges of returning to the moon make a compelling argument for U.S.-Chinese cooperation. But if Washington sees benefits in exploring the opportunities for collaboration with Beijing, it must also identify ways of minimizing potential risks to U.S. national security. Beginning a dialogue that emphasizes greater transparency in U.S.-China civil space activities would be a good start. 


Solvency—Coop Solves Miscalc

US fear of space collaboration with China only risks increased fear and enmity with China

Blair and Yali 06 [Brian Blair, President of the World Security institute, and Chen Yali, editor-in-chief of the Washington Observer, “Editor’s Notes: The Space Security Dilemna, China Security 2006, Issue Number 2]

China and the United States find themselves caught in a cruel paradox: space collaboration represents the best hope for allaying mutual suspicion, by making their activities in space transparent to each other, but at the same time this suspicion militates against open collaboration. The vicious cycle only heightens their mutual suspicion, their aversion to collaboration and transparency, and their commitment to secrecy in order to hide exploitable weaknesses and vulnerabilities from a prying potential adversary. 

US-China space coop prevents miscalculation in space

Hayes 09 [Tracey L. Hayes, Lieutenant at the US Air Force, “Proposal for a Cooperative  Space Strategy with China”,  12/06/2009]
Prevent Crisis Escalation. Communication between the U.S. and China on space issues has been limited. Accordingly, there is a great deal of misinterpretation, misrepresentation and poor assumptions made by each side as to their respective intentions in space. The U.S. must not assume it understands the intentions of China and should strive to learn more from China through study and personal interaction. Two Congressmen, Reps. Mark Kirk and Rick Larsen reinforce this idea. They serve as cochairs of the U.S.-China Working Group in the House of Representatives (as of Jan 2006). The working group was formed in Jun 2005 to raise awareness about China among Congressional members and advise them on how to work with the country. Rep. Kirk has stated that “the House view toward China is relentlessly negative and highly misinformed.”119 Lack of communication breeds mutual suspicion and uncertainty. The more informed one is about another nation’s culture, history and normal social behaviors, the more the tide of misperception can be stemmed. Increased dialogue between the U.S. and China would lay the ground work for bilateral security arrangements, force posture and the use of space. Even during the most tenuous times in the Cold War, the U.S. and Russia were able to agree to treaties such as Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty (SALT) and the 1972 ABM Treaty. Although these treaties were arguably the result of a common understanding that national survival was at stake, lessons learned can and should be effectively applied in other situations. Strategic dialogue also helps to “put a face to the name” and increase familiarity between both parties. Over time, such communication will facilitate a shared vocabulary and establish formal and informal guidelines to distinguish between appropriate and destabilizing behavior. Further, data shared between countries would be considered more trustworthy. This would create an atmosphere such that the U.S. may open opportunities to share pertinent information or intelligence on potential anti-U.S. actors to help China assess their future relationships and collaboration with those countries. If agreements between China and the U.S. were made today before a potential “space race” begins, this would help both sides avoid miscalculation by tempering mistrust and uncertainty with a degree of transparency and predictability, thus preventing potential crisis escalation. 


Solvency—Coop Solves Relations/Conflict

Chinese objectives in space exploration reflect economic and military goals: the plan would improve relations and solve for technological competition at worst

William C. Martel and Toshi Yoshihara, Fall 2003 -- Associate Professor of International Security Studies at The Fletcher School, Tufts University, B.A. from St. Anselm College, and a Ph.D. in Political Science from University of Massachusetts Amherst, former post-doctoral fellow at Harvard University, Director and Founder of the Center for Strategy and Technology, Associate Professor of International Relations at the Air War College, Professor of National Security Affairs, and Chair of Space Technology and Policy Studies, at the Naval War College, served on the U.S. Air Force Scientific Advisory Board, Member of the Editorial Board of the Naval War College Review, principal investigator on space policy study with research support from MIT Lincoln Laboratory and the U.S. Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency; holder of the John A. van Beuren Chair of Asia-Pacific Studies and is an affiliate member of the China Maritime Studies Institute at the U.S. Naval War College, a visiting professor in the Strategy Department at the Air War College. Dr. Yoshihara has also served as an analyst at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, RAND, and the American Enterprise Institute, he holds a Ph.D. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, an M.A. from the School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, and a B.S. from the School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University (Washington Quarterly and the Council on Foreign Relations, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race”, http://www.cfr.org/china/washington-quarterly-averting-sino-us-space-race/p12158)

As with the United States, China’s objectives in space reflect broad com- mercial and military interests. From an economic perspective, the PRC views the exploitation of space as an integral part of its modernization drive, a top priority on Beijing’s national agenda.8 The rapid growth of China’s economy in the past two decades has fueled investments in civilian space capabilities for several reasons. First, the explosive growth of the Chinese telecommunications market has spurred China to put both indigenous and foreign-made networks of communications satellites into orbit to keep pace with demand. Second, China’s relatively inexpensive and increasingly reli- able launchers have enabled Beijing to provide satellite-launching services to major international customers. Third, China recognizes that space re- search at the frontier of scientific knowledge promises innovative break- throughs that are likely to strengthen its economic power and technological capabilities in the long term. If these mutual suspicions and disincentives to cooperation persist, Washington and Beijing might be headed on a collision course in space. There- fore, the foreign policy and defense communities should address at least two important questions. First, how will China respond to continued U.S. dominance in space, especially if bilateral ties deteriorate into hostility in the fu- ture? In other words, will China devise counterstrategies and invest heavily in space capabilities to blunt or undermine U.S. supremacy in space? Sec- ond, under what scenarios or contingencies would China or the United States employ space-based warfare against the other?

Policy and cooperation is key to conflict avoidance and preventing suspicions, fears, and ultimately tension escalation

William C. Martel and Toshi Yoshihara, Fall 2003 -- Associate Professor of International Security Studies at The Fletcher School, Tufts University, B.A. from St. Anselm College, and a Ph.D. in Political Science from University of Massachusetts Amherst, former post-doctoral fellow at Harvard University, Director and Founder of the Center for Strategy and Technology, Associate Professor of International Relations at the Air War College, Professor of National Security Affairs, and Chair of Space Technology and Policy Studies, at the Naval War College, served on the U.S. Air Force Scientific Advisory Board, Member of the Editorial Board of the Naval War College Review, principal investigator on space policy study with research support from MIT Lincoln Laboratory and the U.S. Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency; holder of the John A. van Beuren Chair of Asia-Pacific Studies and is an affiliate member of the China Maritime Studies Institute at the U.S. Naval War College, a visiting professor in the Strategy Department at the Air War College. Dr. Yoshihara has also served as an analyst at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, RAND, and the American Enterprise Institute, he holds a Ph.D. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, an M.A. from the School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, and a B.S. from the School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University (Washington Quarterly and the Council on Foreign Relations, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race”, http://www.cfr.org/china/washington-quarterly-averting-sino-us-space-race/p12158)

Given the stakes involved, both sides should seek to avert, or at least to manage, this looming competition. Even if efforts to forestall this rivalry fail, the United States and China should formulate policies that seek to limit the suspicions and fears of each other as well as the risks and costs of any con- frontation in space. Both sides should begin to develop institutions, rules, and procedures that provide a framework for confidence building in space. For example, during the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union developed standard operating procedures and arms control regimes to avert confronta- tion and escalation. To start, Washington and Beijing should at least prepare the way for gradual transparency in space because the absence of knowledge about the other’s intentions and actions fuels heightened threat percep- tions. It is not too late to pursue several policy initiatives at the highest lev- els that would allow both sides to understand more fully what the other is doing and how to interpret those actions. An important first step for both sides is to acknowledge that a potential problem exists and that it requires consideration at the presidential level. Thus, the strategic importance of space should be included as an agenda item at a future summit between Bush and Chinese president Hu Jintao. To be sure, Sino-U.S. presidential summits have sometimes produced symbolic gestures of strategic cooperation rather than substantive progress, such as the 1998 Clinton-Jiang agreement to de-target nuclear weapons. Indeed, concrete agreements or alignments of interests are likely to prove elusive or fleeting in this case as well. At best, the two leaders could simply agree to disagree for the time being. Nevertheless, even a limited discussion at a broader bilateral summit would energize policymakers to focus their attention on the increasingly important problem of a potential confrontation in space. The two leaders could jointly authorize further talks among civilian and military officials on strategic and practical matters relatd to space, with the objectives being to sustain a regular dialogue, foster realistic expecta- tions about one another, and tailor policies consistent with changing strate- gic and technological realities.

Space cooperation is key to overall US-China relations and promotion of global stability

Zhou 08 [Yi Zhou, Professor at the Center for Space Science and Applied Research at George Washington University, “Perspectives on US-Sino cooperation in civil space programs, 7/14/2008]

Benefits for geopolitical issues and global stability. A country’s strategic interests may provide the primary motivation for engaging partner nations in cooperative space ventures. The International Space Station (ISS) is a good example of this. China and the USA are both important countries and a stable relationship between them is a key factor in global stability. Space could be a focal point for promoting this kind of stability. Several European countries and Russia have undertaken cooperative activities in space with China to satisfy their geopolitical demands and other interests. Chinese participation in US-led space exploration would send a strong signal to the world of good US–China relations [8], which would be good for US international relations and would provide geopolitical benefits. 


Solvency—Coop Solves ASATs

US-China Space cooperation solves Chinese ASATs

Hayes 09 [Tracey L. Hayes, Lieutenant at the US Air Force, “Proposal for a Cooperative  Space Strategy with China”,  12/06/2009]
Increase Chinese Space Program Transparency. China’s ASAT did more than surprise the world. It placed doubt in the minds of those who thought China’s intentions in space were benevolent, especially considering their strong movement toward banning space weapons through the U.N.’s Disarmament Convention. It also re-energized the “China-hawks” and conservative think tanks that support the full development of spacebased missile defense.129 The ASAT test reinforces the need for China to increase the transparency of their intentions for space operations. The U.S. does not go without blame in this area. Since the 1960’s, NASA has published data from the SSN Space Control Center, eventually making it free to the public through its web site. But recently, access to this data has become more restricted. In 2003, legislation was passed stating that the Defense Secretary’s approval was required for all users and those approved are not allowed to redistribute the data.130 The end result of this is increased opacity in U.S. space activities. Just as China’s transparencies breed suspicion, the U.S.’s transparency could raise more concern outside the U.S., especially given the openly acknowledgment of current U.S. capabilities in space and when accompanied with bold rhetoric so common from U.S. government officials.131Quid pro quo transparency would have a lasting effect in preventing a miscalculation of either country’s actions. The cooperation should occur before both countries come under increased domestic pressure to adopt more confrontational policies toward each other. The coupling of fierce security competition with quickly deployed and poorly understood weapon systems could be destabilizing. 

US-China cooperation on a Mars mission is beneficial to both nations and future relations

NewsPost, India’s number one online news source, 5/7/2011, “United States, China May Jointly Undertake Mars Mission”, NEWSPost India, http://www.newspostindia.com/2011-05-07-united-states-china-may-jointly-undertake-mars-mission

U.S. President Barack Obama views China as a potential partner for an eventual human mission to Mars that would be difficult for any single nation to undertake, a senior White House official told lawmakers.  Testifying May 4 before the House Appropriations subcommittee on commerce, justice and science, White House science adviser John Holdren said near-term engagement with China in civil space will help lay the groundwork for any such future endeavor. He prefaced his remarks with the assertion that human exploration of Mars is a long-term proposition and that any discussion of cooperating with Beijing on such an effort is speculative.  “(What) the president has deemed worth discussing with the Chinese and others is that when the time comes for humans to visit Mars, it’s going to be an extremely expensive proposition and the question is whether it will really make sense — at the time that we’re ready to do that — to do it as one nation rather than to do it in concert,” Holdren said in response to a question from Rep. Frank Wolf, R-Va., a staunch China critic who chairs the powerful subcommittee that oversees NASA spending. Holdren, who said NASA could also benefit from cooperating with China on detection and tracking of orbital debris, stressed that any U.S. collaboration with Beijing in manned spaceflight would depend on future Sino-U.S. relations.  “But many of us, including the president, including myself, including (NASA Administrator Charles) Bolden, believe that it’s not too soon to have preliminary conversations about what involving China in that sort of cooperation might entail,” Holdren said. “If China is going to be, by 2030, the biggest economy in the world … it could certainly be to our benefit to share the costs of such an expensive venture with them and with others.”  Wolf, who characterizes China’s government as “fundamentally evil,” said it is outrageous that the Obama administration would have close ties with Beijing’s space program, which is believed to be run primarily by the People’s Liberation Army, or PLA. “When you say you want to work in concert, it’s almost like you’re talking about Norway or England or something like that,” an irate Wolf told Holdren, repeatedly pounding a hand against the table top in front of him. “As long as I have breath in me, we will talk about this, we will deal with this issue, whether it be a Republican administration or a Democrat administration, it is fundamentally immoral.”  Holdren said he admired Wolf’s leadership in calling attention to China’s human-rights record, but noted that even when then-U.S. President Ronald Reagan referred to the former Soviet Union as “the evil empire” in the late 1980s, he continued to cooperate with the communist bloc in science and technology if doing so was deemed in the U.S. national interest.  “The efforts we are undertaking to do things together with China in science and technology are very carefully crafted to be efforts that are in our own national interest,” Holdren said. “That does not mean that we admire the Chinese government; that does not mean we are blind to the human rights abuses.”   


AT: China Says No

1.  Even if they say no we still solve: Offering cooperation to China shows that the US is willing to trust them. This sign of trust lowers tensions and allows for a more relaxed stance between the two countries, therefore increasing relations and solving the China advantage.

2. China will say yes:

a. Extend Pasztor 10. A chinese official has confirmed interest in the Mars mission and recognizes that cooperation is the only possible way to make the plan feasible. 

b. Extend Ressler 9. Opening the doors to cooperation allows both countries to inexpensively pursue their similar goal of a manned mission to mars. 

c. China Wants to Cooperate, but U.S. policy prohibits it

Johnson-Freese 07

[Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese serves as Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the U.S. Naval War College. Previously, she was on the faculty at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama; and the Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law at the University of Central Florida. Dr. Johnson-Freese has testified before the U.S. Congress on several occasions regarding Chinese space activities and space security issues generally. She is on the editorial board of China Security and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Dr. Johnson-Freese’s most recent book is entitled ‘Space as a Strategic Asset’, released in March 2007 by Columbia University Press. “China’s Space Ambitions” ,2007, , Caplan ]

As previously mentioned, in March 2007, the Commission of Science, Technology and Industry for National Defense (COSTIND) announced China’s first plan for space science development. Included in the plans is the country’s first astronomy satellite, to carry a hard X-ray modulation telescope, to be launched in 2010. Additionally three international cooperative projects are to be implemented in the five-year period covered by the plan. Those include two missions with Russia, including an unmanned mission to Mars, and the Small Explorer Ffor Solar Eruptions (SMESE) mission with France to observe solar flares and coronal mass ejections during the next Solar Maximum in about 2011. The emphasis on international cooperation in these projects is not surprising. China understands the value of cooperation in the sense of both climbing the scientific and engineering learning curves faster in some instances, but also in maximizing resources and building soft power relationships with other countries. Not just in space science, but in all areas, China has reached out and been largely successful in establishing a network of space partnerships. China has worked extensively with Russia on its manned program, Europe on a variety of ventures, including communication satellite development, Canada on space science, and a number of developing countries as well. In fact, China would like to establish itself as the leader of the developing countries in space activity. China has worked with Brazil on high-resolution electro-optical imaging satellites, but more recently has focused on the commercial potential of building and marketing communications satellites. In 2004, China landed the contract to build Nigeria’s first communications satellite, NIGCOMSAT-1. "The successful delivery of NIGCOMSAT-1 will rank us among the very few in the world capable of providing a satellite manufacture, launch and servicing package," according to Wang Haibo, President of the China Great Wall Industry Corporation, adding that design and production of the satellite, its launch vehicle and ground stations were well on course. 16 NIGCOMSAT-1 was successfully launched in May 2007. Since U.S. export laws prohibit China from launching U.S. satellites and satellites using U.S. components, China’s focus on package deals for developing countries makes sense. In 2005, an agreement was signed for China to build a satellite for Venezuela. The only country it has not been able to build a partnership with is the United States, primarily due to U.S. concerns about Chinese space intentions. 
China wants cooperation with US- will bring in benefits for both nations

Peter de Selding, Space News Staff Writer, 4/14/11, “Chinese Government Official Urges U.S.-Chinese Space Cooperation” Space News,  http://www.spacenews.com/civil/110414-chinese-official-space-cooperation.html

A top Chinese government space official on April 14 appealed to the U.S. government to lift its decade-long ban on most forms of U.S.-Chinese space cooperation, saying both nations would benefit from closer government and commercial space interaction.  He specifically called for cooperation on manned spaceflight, in which China has made massive investment in recent years.  Lei Fanpei, vice president of China Aerospace Science and Technology Corp. (CASC), which oversees much of China’s launch vehicle and satellite manufacturing industry, said China purchased more than $1 billion in U.S.-built satellites in the 1990s before the de facto ban went into effect in 1999.  Since then, the U.S. International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) have made it impossible to export most satellite components, or full satellites, to China for launch on China’s now successful line of Long March rockets.  The ITAR regulations that tightened the U.S. technology export regime were put into place to punish China for its missile exports, and to slow development of China’s rocket industry by reducing its customer base. Most commercial telecommunications satellites carry at least some U.S. parts, which is why ITAR has all but locked China out of the global commercial launch market.  The U.S. government is reviewing the current ITAR regime, which U.S. industry says has had the unintended effect of making it difficult to sell satellites and satellite components just about anywhere in the world.  At the same time, China’s domestic demand for launches of its own telecommunications, navigation, Earth observation and science satellites — and its manned space program — has given the Long March vehicle sufficient business to earn it a record of reliability.  The global insurance underwriting community now ranks the Long March vehicle alongside Russian and European rockets for reliability when it sets insurance premiums.  Addressing the National Space Symposium here, Lei said Chinese vehicles launched more than 20 U.S.-built satellites in the 1990s.  While cooperation with the United States has been shut down, he said, China has maintained relations with the 18-nation European Space Agency, Brazil, France, Russia and others. China also has developed a telecommunications satellite product line that has been bundled with a Chinese Long March vehicle to offer in-orbit delivery of telecommunications spacecraft to a half-dozen nations that in many cases can offer China access to their crude oil reserves.  Lei said he sees three areas in which U.S.-Chinese cooperation would be in both nations’ interests. The first, he said, is an open commercial access of each nation to the other’s capabilities in satellites and launch vehicles. The second, he said, is manned spaceflight and space science, particularly in deep space exploration. The third is in satellite applications including disaster monitoring and management. 

China wants to cooperate with US on commercial, manned, and unmanned space exploration-Fanpei’s speech confirms

China Space News, 4/20/2011, “Vice President of CASC Delivers Speech at 27th National Space Symposium”, CASC, http://www.spacechina.com/english/news_details.shtml?recno=75133

Lei Fanpei, vice president of China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation (CASC) delivered a speech at the 27th National Space Symposium, held April 11-14, marking the first time that a Chinese space enterprise has given a presentation at a U.S. national space conference.   Mr. Lei also headed a CASC delegation attending the National Space Symposium that was organized by the U.S. Space Foundation and held in Colorado, USA.   In his speech, Mr. Lei gave a brief introduction of CASC and its current collaborations with the international community, reviewed previous Sino-American cooperation in space, and suggested China and America boost cooperation in three areas in line with the two nations' policies and international rules.   He said that the first area covers commercial space cooperation, which is for the two nations' mutual benefit and includes procurement of launch services and satellites. The second is manned spaceflight and space science particularly deep space exploration. The third covers satellite applications including disaster monitoring and management.   "Committing to the peaceful use of outer space, CASC is willing to enhance exchanges and cooperation with various nations in the world with an open mind," Lei said in his speech. "China-U.S. space cooperation, once it begins in earnest, will certainly lead to win-win outcomes for the two countries' space industries and provide more choices for customers from different countries all over the world, and thus bolstering world space development and benefiting the human race."  

China wants to open dialogue on space, but the US has to take action first

Blair and Yali 06 [Brian Blair, President of the World Security institute, and Chen Yali, editor-in-chief of the Washington Observer, “Editor’s Notes: The Space Security Dilemna, China Security 2006, Issue Number 2]
The deployment of space weapons by any nation would cast a dark cloud over the future security of China and the world. The Chinese authors in this volume seem quite united in their view of the need to avoid crossing this threshold, and instead revive a spirit of international cooperation in space. That call, we believe, is sincere and places the ball in America’s court for now. China bears some responsibility, however, for clarifying its program, making its technologies as well as intentions more transparent, and encouraging both military and civilian policy analysts to study and debate publicly. China needs to address squarely how space will be used to strengthen its national security, and explain how exchanges and cooperation with the United States and others in space projects will not be exploited to obtain potential advantage over those partners. China and the United States should open new venues for dialogue at different levels, and build confidence through cooperation in apolitical matters such as data sharing in debris monitoring. The Chinese view of the paramount importance of the politico-strategic intentions behind space cooperation has merit. If China and other space-faring nations intend to pursue the peaceful use of space and seek cooperation for the benefit of mankind, then the time is ripe to reopen a constructive agenda of action as well as talk. 


XT – China Says Yes – Wants Coop

China open to Mars cooperation now

Jeffery Logan -- specialist in Energy Policy, Resources, Science, and Industry Division, "China’s Space Program: Options for U.S.-China Cooperation," CRS Report for Congress, September 29, 2008, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22777.pdf, JT)

China also has plans to explore Mars and the outer solar system and is discussing collaboration with Russia to do so. These plans are more vague and uncertain than Program 921 and the lunar exploration. U.S.-China Space Cooperation China and the United States have a limited history of both civilian and military collaboration in space. China has publicly pushed for more dialogue and joint activities. Mistrust of Chinese space intentions grew in the mid-1990s when U.S. companies were accused of transferring potentially sensitive military information to China.12 Since then, cooperation has stagnated, often roiled by larger economic, political, and security frictions in the U.S.-China relationship. In September 2006, NASA Administrator Michael Griffin visited his Chinese counterpart, Laiyan Sun, in China. He couched the visit as a “get acquainted” opportunity rather than the start of any serious cooperation in order to keep expectations low. No follow-on activities were announced after the trip, although the Chinese issued a fourpoint proposal for ongoing dialogue between the two organizations that stressed annual exchanges and confidence building measures.13

China wants coop—it their interest

Sara Langston -- is an international legal professional with a passion for research and over eight years experience in research, analysis, writing and presenting. Having lived, studied and worked across the globe she loves learning, tackling new and challenging issues, and helping people to communicate across intercultural and interdisciplinary boundaries. She has a technical background in military aviation from the U.S. Army, as well as legal/ policy consulting experience on a range of topics, particularly aerospace law and policy, aviation law and policy, comparative international law, and U.S. immigration law. Having worked in law firms, non-profit organizations, research departments and independently as a consultant, she is adept at working with clients to find creative solutions to problems. Her approach for success is adaptability and innovation coupled with consistently high standards in work ethic and deliverables. Ms. Langston graduated summa cum laude with a B.S. in Politics and History from Woodbury University, in Burbank, California, in 2003. In 2006, she received her J.D. from Golden Gate University School of Law, San Francisco, where she specialized, with distinction, in Public International Law. In 2008, she earned an LL.M. in Advanced Studies in Air and Space Law, with distinction, from the International Institute of Air and Space Law at Leiden University, in the Netherlands. In addition, she received a certificate in Space Studies with a concentration in Physical Sciences from the International Space University, hosted at NASA Ames Research Center, California, in summer 2009. In addition, Ms. Langston is currently pursuing a private pilots license. A dedicated legal professional and life student Ms. Langston regularly participates in events to give back to the law student community and public as a whole. Her volunteer work includes: Judge, (2009, Phillip C. Jessup International Law Moot Court Competition, Washington, D.C., 2009, 2010. Houston Volunteer Lawyers Program, Houston, Texas, 2009. Judge, Grenadier International Law Moot Court Competition, GWU, Washington, D.C., 2008. Juror, Telders International Law Moot Court Competition, The Peace Palace, The Hague, the Netherlands, 2007. April 15, 2011 “China Seeks US Space Policy Cooperation”, JT)

A top Chinese government space official on April 14 appealed to the U.S. government to lift its decade-long ban on most forms of U.S.-Chinese space cooperation, saying both nations would benefit from closer government and commercial space interaction. Lei Fanpei, vice president of China Aerospace Science and Technology Corp. (CASC), which oversees much of China’s launch vehicle and satellite manufacturing industry, specifically called for cooperation on manned space flight, in which China has made massive investment in recent years, reports Peter B. de Sekling of Space News. While cooperation with the United States has been shut down, he said, China has maintained relations with the 18-nation European Space Agency, Brazil, France, Russia and others. Lei said he sees three areas in which U.S.-Chinese cooperation would be in both nations’ interests. The first, he said, is an open commercial access of each nation to the other’s capabilities in satellites and launch vehicles. The second, he said, is manned spaceflight and space science, particularly in deep space exploration. The third is in satellite applications including disaster monitoring and management. 

More ev

AFP (11-17-09 “NASA ready to work with China on space exploration” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hla2i5PLLHuXp5CanUH6ygR6M5zA, JT)

TOKYO — NASA is ready to cooperate with China in space exploration, the head of the US agency said on Tuesday, as Beijing aims to send a manned mission to the moon by around 2020. "I am perfectly willing, if that's the direction that comes to me, to engage the Chinese in trying to make them a partner in any space endeavour. I think they're a very capable nation," NASA chief Charles Bolden said. "They have demonstrated their capability to do something that only two other nations that have done -- that is, to put humans in space. And I think that is an achievement you cannot ignore," he told reporters on a visit to Tokyo. "They are a nation that is trying to really lead. If we could cooperate we would probably be better off than if we would not," the former astronaut said. China has been pouring billions of dollars into its space activities in an effort to close the gap with Western nations. It has carried out three manned space missions, including a spacewalk, and put a lunar orbiter in space. NASA also has ambitious plans to put US astronauts back on the moon by 2020 to establish manned lunar bases for further exploration to Mars. But a review panel appointed by President Barack Obama said last month existing budgets were not large enough to fund a return mission before 2020. The existing US space shuttle fleet is due to be retired next year.

China will say yes to U.S. proposals 

Morring and Perrett 09

[Frank Morring Jr. and Bradly Perrett,  senior editors covering space for Aviation Week “ China's Long View.” Aviation Week & Space Technology, 10/19/2009, Vol. 171 Issue 15, p26-28, Caplan]

Previously circumspect, Chinese space officials are out front now about their interest in sending their astronauts to the Moon on their own, even as they worked the halls of the International Astronautical Congress (IAC) here to establish closer outside links for human-spaceflight cooperation. Dong Nengli of China's Manned Space Engineering Program says his organization--which developed the Shenzhou human spacecraft and is planning an unpiloted orbital rendezvous and docking experiment in 2011--is already looking beyond the planned deployment of a 60-ton Chinese station in 2020. "During the course of the third step of the China manned-spaceflight program, we will conduct a manned lunar mission conception study, validate the key technologies and finally pave the way for manned lunar exploration," Dong told a press conference on his country's space program on Oct. 15. Chinese officials stress that there has been no government approval for a manned lunar landing, and they say China would "welcome" a chance to join the larger international exploration effort that has coalesced around the International Space Station. "If the Americans and the International Space Station [partners] put forward this kind of cooperation suggestion, we would definitely really welcome these suggestions," says Wang Jongqui, deputy chief designer of the Manned Space Engineering Program. "We would seriously take that into consideration." To that end, Wang and his delegation--which included Chinese spacewalker Zhai Zhigang--met with representatives of the French and German national delegations to the congress here. Their presence at the IAC marks a change in the public face of China's space program, which in the past has sent representatives of the civilian China National Space Agency (CNSA) to the annual event. This year, CNSA Administrator Sun Laiyan, a regular at past IAC heads-of-agency plenary sessions, withdrew from the congress after the programs had been printed. Officials of two different Western space agencies say there have been indications the CNSA is on the outs in Beijing, while the head of the Manned Space Engineering Office--Wang Wenbao--told Aviation Week and a delegation from the Space Foundation on Sept. 22 that his organization is handling human spaceflight for the central government (AW&ST Sept. 28, p. 24). The management-level Manned Space Engineering Office and the Manned Space Engineering Program, which handles the technical side of the human-spaceflight effort, draw their funding from the Chinese military. All of the nation's astronauts are military pilots; but like their counterparts from the U.S. and Russia, they do not wear their uniforms at international gatherings such as the IAC, and program officials downplay the military link when questioned about it. Dong and other officials here offered no details about the human lunar concept study, which has been mentioned in Chinese-language technical publications but not announced at an international forum before. Instead, they elaborated on plans to continue gaining spaceflight experience by building toward the 60-ton, three-person space station and to follow up the second Chang'e lunar orbiter--which is set for launch next year--with a robotic lander, rover and eventually a sample-return mission. The first miniature space station, Tiangong 1, is under construction and still scheduled to go into orbit in 2011 to serve as a docking target for the Shenzhou 8 spacecraft, which will be unmanned. If that goes well, China will move into a series of manned rendezvous and docking tests with Tiangong 1. Wang says there will be two or three Tiangongs, which officials previously said will weigh 8.5 tons. A Tiangong will be set up as a space laboratory in 2013. Astronauts will use it to practice medium-term stays in orbit and to perform scientific experiments. "By operating the space laboratory, China will accumulate experience in building, managing and operating the future space station," says Dong. Since China's upcoming heavy-lift launcher, the Long March 5, will not go into service until 2014, the laboratory's mass will be limited by the throwweight of the current Long March series, the most powerful of which can lift 13 tons to low orbit. A robotic cargo craft also is planned to resupply the larger space station, and Wang says it will be structurally related to the Tiangong series. The docking port China is developing for the Shenzhou 8 mission is similar in diameter to, but not compatible with, the Russian-designed system used on the ISS, Wang says. However, China would be interested in hearing any suggestions that could lead to an international docking-interface standard, he notes. A concept plan has been finished for the 60-ton space station, which would follow around 2020 (the previous target was "by 2020"). It will be assembled in orbit from three modules, matched to the capability of the Long March 5 and launch from the low-latitude site under construction on Hainan Island. China has said at least one of the station modules will weigh 20 tons; the others are likely to be close to that. Designed to sustain a crew of three for long-duration missions, the station would orbit at an altitude of 400-450 km. (248-280mi.) and an inclination of 42-43 deg, with a planned service life of 10 years. The ISS, with a mass of about 300 tons, generally orbits at an altitude less than 400 km. and at an inclination of 51.6 deg., with accommodation for six. It began service in 2000 and--if the recommendations of the Augustine panel reviewing the future of U.S. human spaceflight are followed--would be shut down in 2020, just as the Chinese station becomes operational. While China builds up experience with human spaceflight in low orbit, it will continue sending robotic probes to the Moon before bringing the two strands together with a possible manned landing. The next lunar mission will be Chang'e 2, due to be launched next October, following the successful Chang'e 1 mission of 2008-09. The Chang'e 2 probe was previously a backup for its predecessor and will orbit the Moon at an altitude of 100 km. Its equipment will include a camera with a resolution of better than 10 meters (33 ft.). Chang'e 3 will land on the Moon, executing the second phase of the robotic lunar exploration plan. The 3,750-kg. (8,250-lb.) spacecraft is due to be launched in 2012 directly to the Moon without first orbiting the Earth, inserted into a 100 X 100-km. orbit that will be adjusted to 100 X 15 km. When the vehicle reaches the 15-km. perigee, its engine will begin reducing its velocity from 1.7 km./sec. to about zero, turning it to a vertical attitude before the craft reaches an altitude of 2 km. The lander will hover at 100 meters, moving horizontally to avoid any hazards, and then slowly descend to 4 meters, at which point its engine will shut down for a free fall to the surface. The lander will carry a rover. The scientific objectives include investigating the geological structure of the Moon, its material composition, internal structure and usable materials, and "to build up an observatory" based on the Moon. A later mission "before 2017" will be aimed at bringing lunar samples back to Earth. China is also looking at sending a probe to Mars, using the experience and infrastructure developed with the Chang'e missions. 

China will cooperate- NSS appearance will confirm

Colin Clark, Pentagon correspondent of Military.com and editor of DODBuzz, 3/22/11, “PRC Starts Seeking Space Coop”, DODBuzz, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2011/03/22/prc-starts-seeking-space-coop/

One of China’s top space executives is scheduled to come to the US and speak next month at the National Space Symposium, the nation’s premier space conference.  The speaker will be Lei Fanpei, vice president of the China Aerospace Science and Technology Corp. He is not the first PRC space expert to appear at the symposium. In 2006, Luo Ge, then vice administrator of the China National Space Administration stirred considerable excitement among space experts when he appeared at NSS. Lei may be the highest ranking Chinese space industry representative to speak before an American audience.   Lei’s appearance appears part of a trend by China to shed what had been the oppressive and often counter-productive secrecy surrounding most aspects of the Chinese space enterprise, whether civilian or military.   “It signals that while certain members of Congress want to continue to ignore China as a space player, other than providing a rationale for certain DOD programs, U.S. industry sees the Chinese aerospace industry advancing, working with other countries, and increasingly becoming part of the globalized aerospace industry.  The National Space Symposium is a venue where, as an industry friend of mine put it last week, ‘business deals are made.’ While some politicians still see US-China relations as zero-sum, clearly the business world does not,” said Joan Johnson-Freese, a senior professor at the Naval War College and one of the country’s preeminent experts on China’s space programs.  Dean Cheng, the Heritage Foundation’s top expert on China’s space efforts, said in an email that, “the Chinese definitely appear interested in greater cooperation in space w/ the US.” He pointed to the fact the joint statement from the US and China during President Hu’s recent visit included a commitment to space cooperation. It remains to be seen who the Chinese will send, per that statement, to reciprocate for the Bolden visit last October.  

China Wants to Cooperate, but U.S. policy prohibits it

Johnson-Freese 07

[Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese serves as Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the U.S. Naval War College. Previously, she was on the faculty at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama; and the Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law at the University of Central Florida. Dr. Johnson-Freese has testified before the U.S. Congress on several occasions regarding Chinese space activities and space security issues generally. She is on the editorial board of China Security and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Dr. Johnson-Freese’s most recent book is entitled ‘Space as a Strategic Asset’, released in March 2007 by Columbia University Press. “China’s Space Ambitions” ,2007, www.ifri.org/downloads/China_Space_Johnson_Freese.pdf, Caplan ]

As previously mentioned, in March 2007, the Commission of Science, Technology and Industry for National Defense (COSTIND) announced China’s first plan for space science development. Included in the plans is the country’s first astronomy satellite, to carry a hard X-ray modulation telescope, to be launched in 2010. Additionally three international cooperative projects are to be implemented in the five-year period covered by the plan. Those include two missions with Russia, including an unmanned mission to Mars, and the Small Explorer Ffor Solar Eruptions (SMESE) mission with France to observe solar flares and coronal mass ejections during the next Solar Maximum in about 2011. The emphasis on international cooperation in these projects is not surprising. China understands the value of cooperation in the sense of both climbing the scientific and engineering learning curves faster in some instances, but also in maximizing resources and building soft power relationships with other countries. Not just in space science, but in all areas, China has reached out and been largely successful in establishing a network of space partnerships. China has worked extensively with Russia on its manned program, Europe on a variety of ventures, including communication satellite development, Canada on space science, and a number of developing countries as well. In fact, China would like to establish itself as the leader of the developing countries in space activity. China has worked with Brazil on high-resolution electro-optical imaging satellites, but more recently has focused on the commercial potential of building and marketing communications satellites. In 2004, China landed the contract to build Nigeria’s first communications satellite, NIGCOMSAT-1. "The successful delivery of NIGCOMSAT-1 will rank us among the very few in the world capable of providing a satellite manufacture, launch and servicing package," according to Wang Haibo, President of the China Great Wall Industry Corporation, adding that design and production of the satellite, its launch vehicle and ground stations were well on course. 16 NIGCOMSAT-1 was successfully launched in May 2007. Since U.S. export laws prohibit China from launching U.S. satellites and satellites using U.S. components, China’s focus on package deals for developing countries makes sense. In 2005, an agreement was signed for China to build a satellite for Venezuela. The only country it has not been able to build a partnership with is the United States, primarily due to U.S. concerns about Chinese space intentions. 

Cooperation is feasible and imminent – but only if the U.S. extends its hand and takes action.  The aff. also solves relation problems with national defense and technological dominance

Michael Martina 4/29/11 – senior author for Reuters news, and regularly featured in the New York Times and Wall Street Journal (April 29, Reuters News, “China astronaut calls for U.S. cooperation”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/04/29/us-china-space-idUSTRE73S4BS20110429)

(Reuters) - China's most renowned astronaut said on Friday his country and the United States should make good on their presidents' promises to cooperate in space. "I think the two countries should proactively implement the intent expressed in the joint communique to eliminate obstacles and promote exchange and cooperation in our space programs," Yang Liwei, now the vice director of the country's Manned Space Engineering Office, said. Efforts at U.S.-China cooperation in space have failed in the past decade, stymied by economic, diplomatic and security tensions, despite a 2009 attempt by President Barack Obama and his Chinese counterpart, Hu Jintao, to launch collaboration. Obama and Hu, in a statement in November 2009, called for "the initiation of a joint dialogue on human spaceflight and space exploration, based on the principles of transparency, reciprocity and mutual benefit." U.S. fears over national defense and inadvertent technology transfer have proven to be major roadblocks, particularly after Beijing carried out an anti-satellite test in January 2007, using a ground-based missile to destroy one of its inactive weather satellites. Yang, considered a hero of China's ambitious space program and the first from his country to enter space, made the statement during a carefully controlled media visit to China's astronaut training facility in the western suburbs of Beijing. There, journalists were ushered through an echoing hall housing three new space flight training simulators, none in use by China's 24 astronauts. But China is pushing forward without the United States, its funding in the face of NASA scale-backs and its cooperative efforts with Russia and other countries possibly constituting the next best hope for the future of space exploration. Yang noted potential joint space research programs with France and efforts to launch the Mars probe Firefly 1 with Russia "in the near future." He said the Chinese government has spent more than 20 billion yuan ($3.1 billion) in the first phase of its space planning, but has no specific target to put a man on the moon. Chinese scientists have talked about the possibility after 2020. Over 13 years, starting in August 1996, China ran up 75 consecutive successful Long March rocket launches after overcoming technical glitches with the help of U.S. companies. In 2003, it became the third country, after the United States and Russia, to send a man, Yang, into space aboard its own rocket. China launched its first moon orbiter, the Chang'e-1, in October 2007, accompanied by a blaze of patriotic propaganda celebrating the country's technological prowess. Yang said China's space program was intended to benefit humanity and promote scientific and cultural developments. "For myself, I hope to one day set foot on the moon, like the beautiful Chinese legend of Chang'e," Yang said, referencing the namesake of China's moon orbiter, a mythical Chinese goddess who was banished to Earth and later flew to the moon only to regret abandoning her husband. Yang then gave more down-to-earth reasoning for China's space ambitions. "Of course, it also has an important value for the nation's image and prestige," he said.

Current US policy towards China is rejecting cooperation even though China is open to it

Johnson-Freese 06 [Joan Johnson-Freese, Chair of National Security Affairs at U.S. Naval War College, “Strategic Communication”, China Security 2006, Issue Number 2]

The United States says it is interested in working with China “as a global partner.” Yet actions don’t match words when in functional areas such as space, it maintains a strategy that the United States might characterize as hedging, but many see as containment,38 trying to ignore the Chinese regarding cooperation in space while the other nations of the world are falling all over themselves to engage China. China, on the other hand, is making it clear it is open to cooperation. In fact, at the first International Association for the Advancement of Space Safety (IAASS) conference, held in Nice, France, in October 2005, an official from the government-run China Aerospace & Science Corporation (CASC) offered an open invitation to international cooperation on Chinese programs during a presentation. So, while engaging in a dialogue of ideas between people and institutions is one of the four fundamental premises of strategic communication, the United States has summarily rejected that premise regarding China and space. The message from the United States is clear in that regard. Whether it is the right message, however, is increasingly doubtful. 

Government action, specifically by the Obama administration, is critical to expand cooperation with China

Johnson-Freese 06 [Joan Johnson-Freese, Chair of National Security Affairs at U.S. Naval War College, “Strategic Communication”, China Security 2006, Issue Number 2]

Assuming that the strange bedfellows who thwart engagement with China will continue to exert themselves in many functional areas in the near future, including space – and that is likely the case – then at the very least the United States must decide what message it wants to send China, and other countries, about space and do so clearly and consistently. That effort in and of itself would be a very useful. Equally important, administration leadership is crucial toward overcoming opposition and treading softly into space cooperation with China in the non-threatening area of space science, to allow both sides a better understanding of cultural and bureaucratic differences, and there will be many, relevant to working together. Ultimately, however, if the United States is serious about improving its strategic communication, there is no substitute for dialogue. Acknowledging that China and the United States seek different outcomes from dialogue, including China in the talks about the Bush Moon-Mars Initiative – for which there is already precedent – appears a good place to start, as those talks have been at the strategic level. The intent would be to build the trust necessary to work together on more prickly issues. Some people would likely say that it is impossible to build trust with China, as long as it is Communist. But not trying is not in the best interests of the United States. 

Yes cooperation

Space Politics (1-20-11, blog “Does anyone think China will be allowed to link up to the ISS? ” http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/01/20/resetting-us-china-space-cooperation/, JT)

I’m not sure why they would want to. In fact, I’m not sure why they would want to cooperate with the U.S. in space exploration at all. People often wonder if we should go to Mars with China or without China. The real issue might be whether they want to go with or without us. They were the ones who were willing to spend $100 million on their Olympics opening ceremony. For what? There’s no other reason but national prestige. It helped to elevate them higher on the world stage. A Chinese mission to the Moon or Mars would have the same effect. Does anyone think the U.S. was asking the Soviets if they wanted to cooperate with us after they launched Sputnik and Gagarin? No, because we wanted to prove ourselves.


AT: China Won’t Cooperate—Human Rights

Human Rights abuses are not an answer—4 arguments

DF -- Sino Soldier, senior member and brigadier for the Canadian army, (2011, Defense Forums, “Default China and US may jointly undertake Mars mission” forum http://www.defence.pk/forums/china-defence/107496-china-us-may-jointly-undertake-mars-mission.html, JT)

When did these human rights "abuses" every come into play with the space agency?   1. Many of these so called "abuses" are distorted and greatly exaggerated. This is proven by their sometimes inaccurate media and people living in China. Every time a tiny "abuse" occurs in China, they report it, leaving out all the positive things that also have occurred since. And yet when such things happen in the West, they leave it out.   2. They forget that China has improved greatly since decades ago and continues to do so.   3. One country does not have the right to force one type of government upon another. Democracy and authoritarianism has its respective advantages. Each country knows its situation best.   4. Many (if not all) of these abuse victims are separatists, violent people, or people who seed unrest. They knowingly break the law (knowing fully well the consequences), and cry like a baby when the consequences come. In every case, it's those people who started the whole thing. In the West, these people would be regarded criminals, according to their law.


AT: China Relations High Now

Even if tensions are low now, any action can cause a break from the status quo
Hunkovic, 09 [Lee J., professor at American Military University, “The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”,  American Military University, 2009, p.54]

This scenario involves China deciding to invade Taiwan and break the status quo. As the pairwise comparisons indicated, of the three actors involved, China is the most likely to break the status quo and go to war, as Taiwan would be little short of suicidal to provoke a war with China, unless they came into possession of a dramatic tactical advantage to counter the sixteen-to-one odds that they would face against the People’s Liberation Army and the United States neither wants nor can afford a war with China at the present time. Although the current situation is noticeably less hostile between China and Taiwan than it was a year ago, situations change, it could just as easily revert and it could then lead to war.


AT: Coop Now

No China space coop now

Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese -- serves as Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the U.S. Naval War College. Previously, she was on the faculty at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama; and the Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law at the University of Central Florida. Dr. Johnson-Freese has testified before the U.S. Congress on several occasions regarding Chinese space activities and space security issues generally. She is on the editorial board of China Security and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Dr. Johnson-Freese’s most recent book is entitled ‘Space as a Strategic Asset’, released in March 2007 by Columbia University Press, (2007, “China’s Space Ambitions”, www.ifri.org/downloads/China_Space_Johnson_Freese.pdf, Caplan)
After a hiatus following the Cox Commission Report, small gestures of space outreach between the US and China began with NASA Administrator Mike Griffin’s 2006 trip to China during the Bush Administration, though the overall US policy toward China on cooperation remained largely negative. While the Obama Administration has been much more generally positive about cooperation, including with China, there have been no US-China cooperative programs put on the table by either side to consider, nor are any apparently in the works. Since 2006, US-China space cooperation has been treading water at best, so why the need now to make this bold, and pointless, political statement is unclear. Perhaps supporters were just waving a “pay attention to us” flag at NASA regarding any potential future plans, though if that was the case there were certainly other ways to send that message while still considering the broader aspects of US strategic communication.


AT: No China War

China has the ability to limit the US military with their space assets – this worries the US and causes pre-emptive strikes – that’s Chan.  

Tensions in the relationship are mounting and fears and a lack of communications means miscommunication and miscalculation escalate to full-scale war which goes nuclear – that’s Hunkovic.

And, any risk escalates to global conflict

Hunkovic, 09 [Lee J., professor at American Military University, “The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”,  American Military University, 2009, p.54]

This scenario is not only the most dramatic of the three, where all three actors go to war to defend their interests, but also has the largest number of both focal events and indicators involved. Any of the Alternate Futures listed, in which one of the actors involved has not conceded has the ability to transpose into Alternate Future 1, where an all out war occurs. While the likelihood of this scenario is notably less than in recent years, due to the political shift in Taiwan, any upset to the current balance could lead to this scenarioonce again becoming a possibility.


AT: No China Space Mil

China is militarizing space now—status quo ensures attacks from moon bases and a laser-satellite-armed PLA which intends to challenge U.S.  That means the U.S. won’t be able to observe PLA movements, ensuring leadership collapse, and causing the U.S. nuclear deterrent to lose its credibility—that’s Fisher in 2011.  

China militarizing space now

Johnathan Adams, “China is on path to 'militarization of space'” The Christian Science Monitor.  3/28/10, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/1028/China-is-on-path-to-militarization-of-space
Is China's space exploration a military strategy? Meanwhile, some have pointed out that China's moonshot, like all space programs, has valuable potential military offshoots. China's space program is controlled by the People's Liberation Army(PLA), which is steadily gaining experience in remote communication and measurement, missile technology, and antisatellite warfare through missions like Chang'e 2. The security implications of China's space program are not lost on India, Japan, or the United States. The Pentagon notes that China, through its space program, is exploring ways to exploit the US military's dependence on space in a conflict scenario – for example, knocking out US satellites in the opening hours of a crisis over Taiwan. "China is developing the ability to attack an adversary's space assets, accelerating the militarization of space," the Pentagon said in its latest annual report to Congress on China's military power. "PLA writings emphasize the necessity of 'destroying, damaging, and interfering with the enemy's reconnaissance ... and communications satellites.' " More broadly, some in the US see China's moon program as evidence that it has a long-range strategic view that's lacking in Washington. The US has a reconnaissance satellite in lunar orbit now, but President Obama appears to have put off the notion of a manned return to the moon. With China slowly but surely laying the groundwork for a long-term lunar presence, some fear the US may one day find itself lapped –"like the tale of the tortoise and the hare," says Dean Cheng, an expert on China's space program at the Heritage Foundation in Washington. "I have to wonder whether the United States, concerned with far more terrestrial issues, and with its budget constraints, is going to decide to make similarly persistent investments to sustain its lead in space." 


AT: Alt Caus—Missile Defense

1. That doesn’t apply—the reason China is militarizing now is that the U.S. has consistently denied China cooperation in space—that’s Johnson Freese.  Only the plan is key to reverse that stance.

2.  We solve China’s perception of missile defense as a threat—Johnson-Freese says cooperation with China is a better option than the status quo because China won’t focus on perceived threats.

3.  It’s try or die—they have conceded that the 1ac claim that the status quo is unsustainable.


AT: US Too Far Ahead

1. China doesn’t have to beat us in a space race, they just have to shoot down our space assets—Fisher says that collapses the nuclear deterrent and U.S. leadership.

2. China is militarizing space now because they perceive our exclusive space policy as a threat—the plan reverses this.  Uniqueness flows aff—they have to win that China is not militarizing.

AT: China Can/Will Do It Alone

China can't do it alone – needs heavy-lift launch pads

Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese -- serves as Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the U.S. Naval War College. Previously, she was on the faculty at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama; and the Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law at the University of Central Florida. Dr. Johnson-Freese has testified before the U.S. Congress on several occasions regarding Chinese space activities and space security issues generally. She is on the editorial board of China Security and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Dr. Johnson-Freese’s most recent book is entitled ‘Space as a Strategic Asset’, released in March 2007 by Columbia University Press, (March 3, 2009, “China’s Space Ambitions”, www.ifri.org/downloads/China_Space_Johnson_Freese.pdf, Caplan)
Technically, for China to accomplish many of its more ambitious goals, it needs a new heavy-lift launch vehicle. The Long March 5 project to achieve this goal was officially announced in 2001 for initial operations in 2008, though delays have now pushed that date back to at least 2012 [5]. Without that vehicle, China will be unable to launch the approximately 20-ton Space Station already designed and displayed as a mock-up. It will also be unable to launch some of the larger satellites it has planned, and certainly many of the lunar and interplanetary spacecrafts it has talked about.


A2: Tech Transfers Bad

Tech Transfers are empirically denied and are a 2 way street

Day 08

[Dwayne Day, Writer for the Space Review, “ The China Gambit” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1042/2, 1/21/08, Caplan]

With regards to technology transfer this issue can be managed. It has been managed before. During the lead-up to the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project in the early 1970s, the intelligence community and the Department of Defense conducted several studies of the dangers of technology transfer to the Soviet Union. They concluded that the risks were minimal and could be controlled. Those studies have been declassified and could serve as a guide for an approach to China. Certainly the situation is somewhat different, as there is a greater disparity between American and Chinese space technology today than there was between the United States and the Soviet Union in the 1970s. But we do not have to give the Chinese blueprints to the Space Shuttle or ballistic missile guidance technology in order to allow them to rendezvous with the ISS. All foreign visitors to NASA facilities are escorted anyway, so Chinese engineers will not be wandering the halls of the Johnson Space Center, bugging the telephones and cracking the safes. Besides, technology transfer is a two-way street: it will also give the United States insight into Chinese space technology; we will learn more about what they are doing when we are actually talking to their scientists and engineers. 


China subsidies its private companies under the names of State Owned Enterprises—the plan would directly fund them

Liheng Wang, general manager for Space China, (10/22/10, “China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation (CASC)”, http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/contractor/casc.htm, JT)

The China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation (CASC) evolved from the former China Aerospace Corporation encompassing some of its organizations. With the approval of the State Council, on 01 July 1999, in an effort to become more competitive the Chinese government reformed the top ten Defense and Technology Corporations. These corporations, including the former China Aerospace Corporation, are all large State Owned Enterprises(SOE's) under direct supervision of the State Council. The former China Aerospace Corporation, with some 270,000 employees, was divided into the China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation (CASC) and the China Aerospace Machinery and Electronics Corporation (CAMEC), presumably with about 150,000 employees. The S&T Corporation has adopted CALT, the Fourth Academy, CAST, 062 Base, and 067 Base. The Electro-mechanical Corporation has integrated the Second and Third Academies and the remaining bases. A large state-owned enterprise, CASC constitutes the Government-authorized investment organization under the direct supervision of the State Council, with a registered capital of RMB 9 billion yuan. Over 130 organizations are subordinate to CASC, including five large research academies, i.e., Chinese Academy of Launch Vehicle Technology (CALT), Chinese Academy of Space Technology (CAST), Shanghai Academy of Space Flight Technology (SAST), Chinese Academy of Space Electronic Technology (CASET), and the Academy of Space Chemical Propulsion Technology, two large research and manufacture bases [Sichuan Space Industry Corporation and Xian Space Science & Technology Industry Corporation], as well as a number of factories, research institutes under the direct supervision of the headquarters, and companies in which CASC has major or minor shares. CASC employs around 110,000 employees, in which technical staff accounts for more than 40,000, including over 1,300 researchers and 21 academicians of both Chinese Academy of Sciences and Chinese Academy of Engineering. CASC has the ability to develop and launch low earth orbit (LEO), geostationary, and sun-synchronous rockets. It ranks among the world's most advanced in such areas as high energy propellant technology, strap-on boosters, and launching multiple satellites atop a single rocket. The company can also develop such spacecraft as communication satellites, meteorological satellites, earth resource satellites and scientific experimental satellites, with leading technologies in satellite recovery, orbit control and attitude control. In addition, CASC is strong in satellite applications, information technology, automatic control and system integration. The China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation specializes in developing, manufacturing and supplying spacecraft launch vehicles and various types of Strategic and tactical missiles. In addition, CASC exclusively provides international commercial launch service for satellite application systems. In addition to the above space products and services, CASC also develops, manufactures and supplies a variety of civilian products such as machinery, chemicals, communications equipment, transportation equipment, computers, medical care products and environmental protection equipment. At the same time, CASC is engaged in purchase bids, contracting over seas projects, technical consultation and labor export. The former China Aerospace Corporation (CASC) was responsible for Chinese missile and space activities, including satellites, launch vehicles and ground support system. It was also engaged in a variety of civilian products such as automobiles and computer applications. CASC had 270,000 employees, of whom 30% are technicians, engineers and researchers, including some 40,000 professors and senior engineers. The origins of CASC date to the October 1956 establishment of Military Academy 5, a specialized research organization for China's missiles and launch vehicles, which became Ministry 7 in 1964. This ministry was subsequently renamed the Ministry of Aerospace Industry [MOA]. A number of primary research academies (yanjiuyuan) focus on launch vehicles and ballistic missiles. A system of bases (jidi), numbered 061 through 068, located around the country have a wide range of manufacturing and R&D responsibilities. Originally established to provide Third Line manufacturing services subordinate to the individual academies, the bases have become independent R&D and manufacturing centers. CASC was established in 1993, incorporating the No.5 Research Academy of the Ministry of National Defense, the Seventh Mininstry of Machine Building Industry, the Ministry of Astronautics Industry and the Ministry of Aerospace Industry. 
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Chinese Space Companies

Enterprise 
Staff

APMT 
Asia Pacific Mobile Telecommunications Satellite 


APStar 
Asia Pacific Telecommunications Satellite Company 


AsiaSat 
Asia Satellite Telecommunications Company 


Chinasat 
China Telecommunications Broadcast Satellite 


ChinaStar 
China Orient Telecommunications Satellite Company (COTS) 


Sinosat 
Sino Satellite Communications 


CASC 
China Aerospace Corporation 
270,000

1st Academy 
CALT 
China Academy of Launch Vehicle Technology 
27,000

5th Academy 
CAST 
China Academy of Space Technology 
10,000

7th Academy 

China Space Civil and Building Engineering 


8th Academy 
SAST 
Shanghai Academy of Spaceflight Technology 
30,000

9th Academy 
CASET 
China Academy of Space Electronics Technology 
10,000



China Jiangnan Space Industry Company Group 
30,000



Sanjiang Space Group 
16,000


CGWIC 
China Great Wall Industry Corporation 



CLTC 
China Satellite Launch and TT&C General 
20,000


HIT 
Harbin Institute of Technology 


OTHER SUBSIDIARIES 


CEC 
China Electronics Corporation

http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/contractor/casc_other.htm

Other Subsidiaries China Aerospace Corporation

Beijing Computer Technology and Appkication Institute

The Beijing Computer Technology and Appkication Institute particiipated in the development of the first electronic digital computer in China in 1958. The Institute is organized to undertake research, development and applications of computer systems. It takes a wide range of activities including: the design of hardware,software, peripherals, security and overall systems of minicomputers, microcomputers, mini-super computers, ruggedized and low-spurious-radiation information systems; CAD, CAM and CAT; mechanical and technological designs; industrial process control; numerical control systems for machine tools; applications of information management systems and computer security systems; precision machining, electronic device assembling and screening test of electronic components in batches.

Beijing Institute of Aerodynamics (BIA)

Beijing Institute of Aerodynamics (BIA) is a comprehensive research institute of applied technology, directly under CASC. For over 30 years BIA has concentrated on aerodynamics test data for the pre-design and finalized design flying vehicles. In the field of industrial aerldy namics and civil production manufacturing. BIA facilities include subtran-, super-, hyper-sonic wind tunnels, arc heaters, arc tunnels with fully equipped power system, measuring and test systems, computer center and machining workshops. Civil products have included sensor series, amphibious hovercarft, efficient low-noise wind machine, one-valve manifolds, oil-spray gun, optic-electronic temperature sensor and techniques including industrial process control, plasma heating and container flaw-detection are developed.

Beijing Institute of Radio Measurement

The Beijing Institute of Radio Measurement has expertise in radar system engineering and radio electronic technology. Its main research and development areas include radar systems for precision tracking and instrumentation, weather radars, ship and air traffic control radar systems, high precision antenna feed systems and servo control systems, digital signal and data processing for radar applications, and computer applications, including computer control, business management and simulation techniques.

Beijing Institute of Radio Metrology and Measurement

The Beijing Institute of Radio Metrology and Measurement is a research and service institute for metrology and measurement in the field of microwave, radio, time & frequency and electricity. The services of IRMM include calibration of radio, time & frequency and electricity, metrological certification, metrological arbitration, precision measurement, instrument acceptance test, commodity inspection and metrological guarantee. It does research on electronic measurement, studies and designs metrology standards, specialized testing equipment and a series of automatic testing systems. It also designs and manufactures many kinds of crystal resonators, crystal filters, crystal oscillators, coaxial connectors and coaxial and waveguide devices.

Beijing Institute of Remote Sensing Equipment

The Beijing Institute of Remote Sensing Equipment (BIRSE) conducts research on for electronic, optical and mechanical technologies combined in precision equipment. It has expertise in radar, remote control, remote measurement and remote sensing technique, satellite communication, information and image processing and electro-optical techniques. The main civil products include communication; survey, measurement, automatic control; and medical devices.

Beijing Institute of Space Automation Control

Beijing Institute of Space Automation Control designs and develops control system, test launch control systems, monitoring and commanding systems as well as their corresponding computers, electronic and mechanical electrical equipment. It conducts research on intelligent-controlled measurement and precision guidance systems, and is engaged in civil industry automation engineering and equipment development. It designs and ground tests several kinds of launch vehicle control systems, and has developed various industrial automatic controlled production lines. The Institute has developed equipment for petroleum, chemical undustry, mine, textile, grain, and light industry.

Beijing Institute of Telemetry Technology

The Beijing Institute of Telemetry Technology is a professional institution for research in telemetry technology and the development of telemetry equipment. Since its founding, the Institute has developed telemetering systems, sensors and signal conditioners with different ranges and specifications, magnetic recorders, antenna automatic tracking system and date processing system. Over the past decade civilian products have included satellite TV receiving stations, satellite communication ground stations, GPS positioning navigation devices, centralized measuring and controlling system for decentralized targets, cigarette machinery (autocontrolling) engineering, mulit-function monitoring and control systems for TV guarding and fire warning.

Beijing Simulation Center

The Beijing Simulation Center of China Aerospace Corporation is one of national laboratories. It is the simulation technology research center, simulation test center. Beijing Simulation Center extends simulation technology in power, chemical industry, energy resources, manufacture, entertainment and economy, in addition to aerospace simulation testing.

China Aerospace International Holding LTD (CASIL)

China Aerospace International Holding LTD (CASIL) is one of the largest multinational high-tech conglomerate that specializes in the high-tech industry but combines technology with industry, trade, finance and real estate. CASIL has established high-tech development centers equipped with various kinds of state-of-the-art facilities, and CAD tools to develop and promote the application of high-tech products. CASIL has established several manufacturing bases in China, employing more than 3000 skilled workers. These bases are engaged in developing, manufacturing and selling high-tech products.

China National Instruments Import and Export Corporation (CNIIE)

China National Instruments Import and Export Corporation (CNIIE) is responsible for international inports and exports of computers, earth stations, satellites and other space and communications equipment.

China Precision Machinery Import-Export Corporation {CPMIEC)

The China Precision Machinery Import-Export Corporation {CPMIEC), a member of the New Era (Xinshidai), was established in 1980 to market the M-family of export missiles. It is also responsible for exports of liquid and solid rocket motors, precision machinery, optical equipment, radars and varietious surface-to-surface, shipborne, anti-ship, and tactical missiles. The company was sanctioned by the United States in August 1993 for missile proliferation, following its shipment of M-11 missiles to Pakistan in 1992.

Chongqing Space Electromechanical Design Academy (CSEDA)

The Chongqing Space Electromechanical Design Academy (CSEDA) was established in Sichuan in 1988 to develop production technologies for strategic weapons and launch vehicles. It conducts research and development on tactical weapon systems, robotics, precision machines, automation and computers.

Harbin Fenghua Machine Factory

Besides producting astronautic products, the Harbin Fenghua Machine Factory has developed many high technology civil products. Cooperateing with Harbin Institute of Technology, the factory has developed welding robots and drilling robots and used in automobile production line. The factory has developed and produced paper-board box making and printing equipment, automobile electric products, and auto-control units for power stations.

Nanjing Chenguang Machinery Manufacture (NCMM)

Nanjing Chenguang Machinery Manufacture(NCMM) is a main manufacturer producing space products and ground equipment, as well as special ground vehicles, stainless steel hoses and bellows expansion joints, semi-coal tunnelling road headers, double wall trazed tubes and bronze art statues. The special-purpose vehicles manufactured by the factory account for more than 40% of the domestic market.

Polytechnologies {Baoli)

Polytechnologies {Baoli), also known as Poly Group, is a subsidiary of China International Trust and Investment Corporation (CITIC) reporting to the People's Liberation Army General Staff Equipment Department. The company was instrumental in the multi-billion dollar sale of DF-3 missiles to Saudi Arabia in 1987-88.

Shanghai Institute of Electronic Communication Equipment Engineering

The Shanghai Institute of Electronic Communication Equipment Engineering has about 500 employees, among which one fourth is senior technical staff. The main task of the institute is the development and manufacture of radars for tactical weapon system and electronic communication equipment. It has expertise in phased-array technology, high stability frequency sources, microwave ceramics and EMC.

Shanghai Institute of Space Power Source (SISP)

Shanghai Institute of Space Power Source (SISP) has 500 emplyees, among which 40 have senior and 254 have middle level titles. SISP mainly undertakes the development and manufacture of power source for launch vehicles, missiles, satellites and air-borne and under water weapons etc. The ten main series products of SISP are Ni-Cd battery, Zn-Ag battery, solar cell, thermal activated battery, lithium battery, water activated battery, Ni-H2 battery, lead-acid battery, electric controller and ignitors. SISP has provided power supply for 12 Chinesee satellites and rockets missions, Ni-Cd battery package for Sweden Freaja Satellite and special power supply for Sino-Brazil jointly developed satellites.

Shanghai Institute of Spaceflight Automatic Control Equipment

The Shanghai Institute of Spaceflight Automatic Control Equipment has 700 employees, among which over 100 are senior technical staff. It undertakes research and development of attitude & orbit control systems for tactical missiles, launch vehicles and staellites. The institute has taken part in more than 20 satellite launchings with excellent performance.

Shanghai Institute of TT&C and Telecommunication

The Shanghai Institute of Tracking telimetry & Command and Telecommunication has about 420 employees, among which one third is professional technical staff. The institute undertakes research, development, test and manufacture of electronic equipment for missiles, launch vehicles, satellites and other spacecraft. It has successfully developed pulse coherent responder test instrument, interferometer responder, very high resolution (VHR) cloud image transmitter and S-band cloud image receiving stations.

Shaanxi Liquid Rocket Engine Company

The Shaanxi Liquid Rocket Engine Company builds liquid rocket engines for the first and second stages of LM-2, the second stage engine of LM3, the first, second and third stages of LM-4, and first and second stages of LM-2E. It also produces high-precision inertial gyro-stabilized guidance platforms.

Shenyang Xinle Precision Machinery Co.

Shenyang Xinle Precision Machinery Co. is focused on precision mechanical treatment and electronic technology. The Company has expertise in infrared optics, autocontrol, precision machining, surface treatment, and die design and making. The Company has developed civil products such as automotive mountings, household electric applicance, medical appliance, chemical products for daily use, and seismic equipment. 


Solvency Mechanism—Chinese Firms

Contextual evidence—US has invested in Chinese state-owned enterprises before

Frank Gaffney -- President and CEO of the Center for Security Policy, (Chinese Penetration Of The Global Capital Markets: Are American Investors Unwittingly Buying The Rope To Be Used For Their ‘Hanging’? Before The U.S.-China Economic And Security Review Commission, 11, August, 2005, JT)

Buying the Rope I am concerned that the PRC’s efforts to bring its dubious state-owned enterprises to the world’s capital markets is not evidence of a Communist Chinese commitment to free trade. Rather, it is a reflection of Beijing’s refinement of the quote attributed to Lenin: They want the capitalists to buy the rope with which China ultimately will hang them. The PRC’s play for American investors is more than an effort to raise fresh capital for unsavory—and, at least in some cases, highly dangerous—purposes. It is a particularly insidious part of the ominous, overarching strategy described above: If millions of American investors can be induced to have a vested interest in the physical and financial viability of Chinese firms engaged in such behavior around the world, Beijing stands to create a ‘‘China Lobby’’ even more formidable than that represented to date by co-opted American business interests. It can reasonably expect to be able to prevent future sanctions and suppress opposition to transactions like CNOOC’s acquisition of Unocal.

Empirics prove—we did it with oil for Sudan

Eric Reeves -- Professor of English Language and Literature Congressional Testimony on Sudan before the House Committee on International Relations, March 28, 2001 Smith College, Hearing topic: “America's Sudan Policy: A New Direction?” Northampton, MA 01063 http://www.sudanreeves.org/modules.php?op=modload&name=Sections&file=index&req=viewarticle&artid=103&page=1, JT)

Troublingly, American capital markets play host to several of these companies, and as a result, American capital is presently sustaining oil development in Sudan. Talisman Energy trades on the New York Stock Exchange, Lundin on the NASDAQ, and a virtually wholly owned and governed capital surrogate of China National petroleum Corp. (PetroChina) trades on the New York Stock Exchange. Indeed, last year’s Initial Public Offering of PetroChina generated almost $300 million for China National Petroleum Corporation, capital now available to expand exploration and oil development efforts in southern Sudan. 

SOEs are market driven

Christopher A. McNally – March, 2002 ("China's State-Owned Enterprises:Thriving or Crumbling?", Asia Pacific Issues, JT)

During the last 20 years the Chinese economy has been transformed, gradually moving away from a centrally planned system to one that is strongly influenced by market forces. Nonetheless, vestiges of the centrally planned economy remain, especially among state-owned enterprises (SOEs). Although SOEs have retreated from their near-total monopoly over the means of production, they still form the nucleus of China’s industrial and financial system. State-owned and state-holding enterprises dominate the heavy industrial, transportation, and raw material extraction sectors in China, accounting for more than one-half of industrial employment, two-thirds of industrial assets, almost one-half of industrial output, and more than two-thirds of all liabilities held by Chinese industry.i


AT: No Chinese Firms

China subsidies its private companies under the names of State Owned Enterprises—the plan would directly fund them

Liheng Wang, general manager for Space China, (10/22/10, “China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation (CASC)”, http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/contractor/casc.htm, JT)

The China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation (CASC) evolved from the former China Aerospace Corporation encompassing some of its organizations. With the approval of the State Council, on 01 July 1999, in an effort to become more competitive the Chinese government reformed the top ten Defense and Technology Corporations. These corporations, including the former China Aerospace Corporation, are all large State Owned Enterprises(SOE's) under direct supervision of the State Council. The former China Aerospace Corporation, with some 270,000 employees, was divided into the China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation (CASC) and the China Aerospace Machinery and Electronics Corporation (CAMEC), presumably with about 150,000 employees. The S&T Corporation has adopted CALT, the Fourth Academy, CAST, 062 Base, and 067 Base. The Electro-mechanical Corporation has integrated the Second and Third Academies and the remaining bases. A large state-owned enterprise, CASC constitutes the Government-authorized investment organization under the direct supervision of the State Council, with a registered capital of RMB 9 billion yuan. Over 130 organizations are subordinate to CASC, including five large research academies, i.e., Chinese Academy of Launch Vehicle Technology (CALT), Chinese Academy of Space Technology (CAST), Shanghai Academy of Space Flight Technology (SAST), Chinese Academy of Space Electronic Technology (CASET), and the Academy of Space Chemical Propulsion Technology, two large research and manufacture bases [Sichuan Space Industry Corporation and Xian Space Science & Technology Industry Corporation], as well as a number of factories, research institutes under the direct supervision of the headquarters, and companies in which CASC has major or minor shares. CASC employs around 110,000 employees, in which technical staff accounts for more than 40,000, including over 1,300 researchers and 21 academicians of both Chinese Academy of Sciences and Chinese Academy of Engineering. CASC has the ability to develop and launch low earth orbit (LEO), geostationary, and sun-synchronous rockets. It ranks among the world's most advanced in such areas as high energy propellant technology, strap-on boosters, and launching multiple satellites atop a single rocket. The company can also develop such spacecraft as communication satellites, meteorological satellites, earth resource satellites and scientific experimental satellites, with leading technologies in satellite recovery, orbit control and attitude control. In addition, CASC is strong in satellite applications, information technology, automatic control and system integration. The China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation specializes in developing, manufacturing and supplying spacecraft launch vehicles and various types of Strategic and tactical missiles. In addition, CASC exclusively provides international commercial launch service for satellite application systems. In addition to the above space products and services, CASC also develops, manufactures and supplies a variety of civilian products such as machinery, chemicals, communications equipment, transportation equipment, computers, medical care products and environmental protection equipment. At the same time, CASC is engaged in purchase bids, contracting over seas projects, technical consultation and labor export. The former China Aerospace Corporation (CASC) was responsible for Chinese missile and space activities, including satellites, launch vehicles and ground support system. It was also engaged in a variety of civilian products such as automobiles and computer applications. CASC had 270,000 employees, of whom 30% are technicians, engineers and researchers, including some 40,000 professors and senior engineers. The origins of CASC date to the October 1956 establishment of Military Academy 5, a specialized research organization for China's missiles and launch vehicles, which became Ministry 7 in 1964. This ministry was subsequently renamed the Ministry of Aerospace Industry [MOA]. A number of primary research academies (yanjiuyuan) focus on launch vehicles and ballistic missiles. A system of bases (jidi), numbered 061 through 068, located around the country have a wide range of manufacturing and R&D responsibilities. Originally established to provide Third Line manufacturing services subordinate to the individual academies, the bases have become independent R&D and manufacturing centers. CASC was established in 1993, incorporating the No.5 Research Academy of the Ministry of National Defense, the Seventh Mininstry of Machine Building Industry, the Ministry of Astronautics Industry and the Ministry of Aerospace Industry. 
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Chinese Space Companies

Enterprise 
Staff

APMT 
Asia Pacific Mobile Telecommunications Satellite 


APStar 
Asia Pacific Telecommunications Satellite Company 


AsiaSat 
Asia Satellite Telecommunications Company 


Chinasat 
China Telecommunications Broadcast Satellite 


ChinaStar 
China Orient Telecommunications Satellite Company (COTS) 


Sinosat 
Sino Satellite Communications 


CASC 
China Aerospace Corporation 
270,000

1st Academy 
CALT 
China Academy of Launch Vehicle Technology 
27,000

5th Academy 
CAST 
China Academy of Space Technology 
10,000

7th Academy 

China Space Civil and Building Engineering 


8th Academy 
SAST 
Shanghai Academy of Spaceflight Technology 
30,000

9th Academy 
CASET 
China Academy of Space Electronics Technology 
10,000



China Jiangnan Space Industry Company Group 
30,000



Sanjiang Space Group 
16,000


CGWIC 
China Great Wall Industry Corporation 



CLTC 
China Satellite Launch and TT&C General 
20,000


HIT 
Harbin Institute of Technology 


OTHER SUBSIDIARIES 


CEC 
China Electronics Corporation

http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/contractor/casc_other.htm

Other Subsidiaries China Aerospace Corporation

Beijing Computer Technology and Appkication Institute

The Beijing Computer Technology and Appkication Institute particiipated in the development of the first electronic digital computer in China in 1958. The Institute is organized to undertake research, development and applications of computer systems. It takes a wide range of activities including: the design of hardware,software, peripherals, security and overall systems of minicomputers, microcomputers, mini-super computers, ruggedized and low-spurious-radiation information systems; CAD, CAM and CAT; mechanical and technological designs; industrial process control; numerical control systems for machine tools; applications of information management systems and computer security systems; precision machining, electronic device assembling and screening test of electronic components in batches.

Beijing Institute of Aerodynamics (BIA)

Beijing Institute of Aerodynamics (BIA) is a comprehensive research institute of applied technology, directly under CASC. For over 30 years BIA has concentrated on aerodynamics test data for the pre-design and finalized design flying vehicles. In the field of industrial aerldy namics and civil production manufacturing. BIA facilities include subtran-, super-, hyper-sonic wind tunnels, arc heaters, arc tunnels with fully equipped power system, measuring and test systems, computer center and machining workshops. Civil products have included sensor series, amphibious hovercarft, efficient low-noise wind machine, one-valve manifolds, oil-spray gun, optic-electronic temperature sensor and techniques including industrial process control, plasma heating and container flaw-detection are developed.

Beijing Institute of Radio Measurement

The Beijing Institute of Radio Measurement has expertise in radar system engineering and radio electronic technology. Its main research and development areas include radar systems for precision tracking and instrumentation, weather radars, ship and air traffic control radar systems, high precision antenna feed systems and servo control systems, digital signal and data processing for radar applications, and computer applications, including computer control, business management and simulation techniques.

Beijing Institute of Radio Metrology and Measurement

The Beijing Institute of Radio Metrology and Measurement is a research and service institute for metrology and measurement in the field of microwave, radio, time & frequency and electricity. The services of IRMM include calibration of radio, time & frequency and electricity, metrological certification, metrological arbitration, precision measurement, instrument acceptance test, commodity inspection and metrological guarantee. It does research on electronic measurement, studies and designs metrology standards, specialized testing equipment and a series of automatic testing systems. It also designs and manufactures many kinds of crystal resonators, crystal filters, crystal oscillators, coaxial connectors and coaxial and waveguide devices.

Beijing Institute of Remote Sensing Equipment

The Beijing Institute of Remote Sensing Equipment (BIRSE) conducts research on for electronic, optical and mechanical technologies combined in precision equipment. It has expertise in radar, remote control, remote measurement and remote sensing technique, satellite communication, information and image processing and electro-optical techniques. The main civil products include communication; survey, measurement, automatic control; and medical devices.

Beijing Institute of Space Automation Control

Beijing Institute of Space Automation Control designs and develops control system, test launch control systems, monitoring and commanding systems as well as their corresponding computers, electronic and mechanical electrical equipment. It conducts research on intelligent-controlled measurement and precision guidance systems, and is engaged in civil industry automation engineering and equipment development. It designs and ground tests several kinds of launch vehicle control systems, and has developed various industrial automatic controlled production lines. The Institute has developed equipment for petroleum, chemical undustry, mine, textile, grain, and light industry.

Beijing Institute of Telemetry Technology

The Beijing Institute of Telemetry Technology is a professional institution for research in telemetry technology and the development of telemetry equipment. Since its founding, the Institute has developed telemetering systems, sensors and signal conditioners with different ranges and specifications, magnetic recorders, antenna automatic tracking system and date processing system. Over the past decade civilian products have included satellite TV receiving stations, satellite communication ground stations, GPS positioning navigation devices, centralized measuring and controlling system for decentralized targets, cigarette machinery (autocontrolling) engineering, mulit-function monitoring and control systems for TV guarding and fire warning.

Beijing Simulation Center

The Beijing Simulation Center of China Aerospace Corporation is one of national laboratories. It is the simulation technology research center, simulation test center. Beijing Simulation Center extends simulation technology in power, chemical industry, energy resources, manufacture, entertainment and economy, in addition to aerospace simulation testing.

China Aerospace International Holding LTD (CASIL)

China Aerospace International Holding LTD (CASIL) is one of the largest multinational high-tech conglomerate that specializes in the high-tech industry but combines technology with industry, trade, finance and real estate. CASIL has established high-tech development centers equipped with various kinds of state-of-the-art facilities, and CAD tools to develop and promote the application of high-tech products. CASIL has established several manufacturing bases in China, employing more than 3000 skilled workers. These bases are engaged in developing, manufacturing and selling high-tech products.

China National Instruments Import and Export Corporation (CNIIE)

China National Instruments Import and Export Corporation (CNIIE) is responsible for international inports and exports of computers, earth stations, satellites and other space and communications equipment.

China Precision Machinery Import-Export Corporation {CPMIEC)

The China Precision Machinery Import-Export Corporation {CPMIEC), a member of the New Era (Xinshidai), was established in 1980 to market the M-family of export missiles. It is also responsible for exports of liquid and solid rocket motors, precision machinery, optical equipment, radars and varietious surface-to-surface, shipborne, anti-ship, and tactical missiles. The company was sanctioned by the United States in August 1993 for missile proliferation, following its shipment of M-11 missiles to Pakistan in 1992.

Chongqing Space Electromechanical Design Academy (CSEDA)

The Chongqing Space Electromechanical Design Academy (CSEDA) was established in Sichuan in 1988 to develop production technologies for strategic weapons and launch vehicles. It conducts research and development on tactical weapon systems, robotics, precision machines, automation and computers.

Harbin Fenghua Machine Factory

Besides producting astronautic products, the Harbin Fenghua Machine Factory has developed many high technology civil products. Cooperateing with Harbin Institute of Technology, the factory has developed welding robots and drilling robots and used in automobile production line. The factory has developed and produced paper-board box making and printing equipment, automobile electric products, and auto-control units for power stations.

Nanjing Chenguang Machinery Manufacture (NCMM)

Nanjing Chenguang Machinery Manufacture(NCMM) is a main manufacturer producing space products and ground equipment, as well as special ground vehicles, stainless steel hoses and bellows expansion joints, semi-coal tunnelling road headers, double wall trazed tubes and bronze art statues. The special-purpose vehicles manufactured by the factory account for more than 40% of the domestic market.

Polytechnologies {Baoli)

Polytechnologies {Baoli), also known as Poly Group, is a subsidiary of China International Trust and Investment Corporation (CITIC) reporting to the People's Liberation Army General Staff Equipment Department. The company was instrumental in the multi-billion dollar sale of DF-3 missiles to Saudi Arabia in 1987-88.

Shanghai Institute of Electronic Communication Equipment Engineering

The Shanghai Institute of Electronic Communication Equipment Engineering has about 500 employees, among which one fourth is senior technical staff. The main task of the institute is the development and manufacture of radars for tactical weapon system and electronic communication equipment. It has expertise in phased-array technology, high stability frequency sources, microwave ceramics and EMC.

Shanghai Institute of Space Power Source (SISP)

Shanghai Institute of Space Power Source (SISP) has 500 emplyees, among which 40 have senior and 254 have middle level titles. SISP mainly undertakes the development and manufacture of power source for launch vehicles, missiles, satellites and air-borne and under water weapons etc. The ten main series products of SISP are Ni-Cd battery, Zn-Ag battery, solar cell, thermal activated battery, lithium battery, water activated battery, Ni-H2 battery, lead-acid battery, electric controller and ignitors. SISP has provided power supply for 12 Chinesee satellites and rockets missions, Ni-Cd battery package for Sweden Freaja Satellite and special power supply for Sino-Brazil jointly developed satellites.

Shanghai Institute of Spaceflight Automatic Control Equipment

The Shanghai Institute of Spaceflight Automatic Control Equipment has 700 employees, among which over 100 are senior technical staff. It undertakes research and development of attitude & orbit control systems for tactical missiles, launch vehicles and staellites. The institute has taken part in more than 20 satellite launchings with excellent performance.

Shanghai Institute of TT&C and Telecommunication

The Shanghai Institute of Tracking telimetry & Command and Telecommunication has about 420 employees, among which one third is professional technical staff. The institute undertakes research, development, test and manufacture of electronic equipment for missiles, launch vehicles, satellites and other spacecraft. It has successfully developed pulse coherent responder test instrument, interferometer responder, very high resolution (VHR) cloud image transmitter and S-band cloud image receiving stations.

Shaanxi Liquid Rocket Engine Company

The Shaanxi Liquid Rocket Engine Company builds liquid rocket engines for the first and second stages of LM-2, the second stage engine of LM3, the first, second and third stages of LM-4, and first and second stages of LM-2E. It also produces high-precision inertial gyro-stabilized guidance platforms.

Shenyang Xinle Precision Machinery Co.

Shenyang Xinle Precision Machinery Co. is focused on precision mechanical treatment and electronic technology. The Company has expertise in infrared optics, autocontrol, precision machining, surface treatment, and die design and making. The Company has developed civil products such as automotive mountings, household electric applicance, medical appliance, chemical products for daily use, and seismic equipment. 


AT: China Doesn’t Subsidize SOEs

Yes they do, the SOEs are Chinas private firms that China subsidies

Heres some contextual evidence

Daniel Christopher O’Neill -- of Washington University in St. Louis, was a 2008-09 Individual Advanced Research Opportunities (IARO) fellow, (“China’s Support for Investment in Kazakhstan: Good Neighbor, Good Economics or Good Geopolitics?” Washington University in St. Louis October 2009http://www.irex.org/system/files/O%27Neill.pdfm JT)

Chinese foreign direct investment (FDI) in Kazakhstan has skyrocketed since the turn of the century. This is largely due to Chinese government policies, both financial incentives for Chinese firms as well as loans for the Kazakh government, which push state owned enterprises (SOEs) to invest there. This study analyzes the motivations for these policies and explains how they provide protection for Chinese SOEs given the weak rule of law and high corruption in Kazakhstan. I present a theory of how Chinese foreign aid constrains Kazakh leaders from acting against the interests of Chinese firms and then use this framework to examine the political economy of Chinese investment in Kazakhstan.

SOEs are Chinas version of the private sector—they subsidize it to avoid competition

Derek Scissors 11 -- Ph.D and senior fellow, (Testimony before the U.S.–China Economic and Security Review Commission March 30, 2011 “The Fall and Rise of Chinese State-Owned Enterprises; Chinese State-Owned Enterprises and U.S.–China Economic Relations ” http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/2011/04/chinese-state-owned-enterprises-and-us-china-economic-relations, JT)

Can SOEs Be Rolled Back? A distinct policy related to the status of SOEs is consolidation—shrinking the number of firms in an industry to curb “disorderly competition.” Industries range from autos to yarn.[12] Where market concentration is high, the State Development and Reform Commission preserves it. For example, to avoid competition cutting into crude oil profits and driving out inefficient suppliers, it hiked taxes for crude on the state giants but subsidized them in refining where they face competitors.[13] This ensured state involvement at all points, so the suppression of competition fit perfectly with the all-too-visible hand.


AT: Private Companies Not Solve Relations

The plan would be perceived as economic cooperation—that boosts US-China relations

Jiang Xufeng  -- writes for Xinhau News (Xinhua News, 5-12-10, “China-U.S. S&ED, a transpacific conversation for cooperation” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/china/2011-05/12/c_13870282.htm, JT)

CONSENSUS ON ECONOMIC ISSUES On the economic track of the dialogue, co-chaired by Wang and Geithner, both sides agreed they made progress on a wide range of topics such as currency exchange rate, fairer competition, more balanced trade, and stronger economic cooperation. More importantly, the two sides signed a China-U.S. comprehensive framework for promoting strong, sustainable, and balanced economic growth and cooperation. Chinese Deputy Finance Minister Zhu Guangyao said the key document is a "milestone" for China-U.S. economic cooperation. Huang Shengzhong, a professor at China's Southwest University of Political Science and Law, told Xinhua that the framework has demonstrated that China and the U.S. share the will for even broader and closer economic cooperation. According to the framework document, the economic relationship between China and the U.S. is based on a wide range of common and overlapping interests. Each recognizes that "the health and continued growth of the other's economy is indispensable to its own prosperity." Both countries also pledged to "promote more extensive economic cooperation, from a strategic, long-term, and overarching perspective, to work together to build a comprehensive and mutually beneficial economic partnership."


AT: Not Solve – Wolf Clause

Wolf Clause doesn’t demonstrate the US-China trend—its only hawkish anxiety

Xinhau News (May 27, 2011, translated by weeklyintercept, “NASA Denies Entry To Chinese Journalists For Shuttle Launch” Space Travel http://weeklyintercept.blogspot.com/2011/05/nasa-denies-entry-to-chinese.html, JT)

The United States' National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) revoked the media passes granted to journalists from China due to the ban, or the "Wolf Clause", which was regarded as "discriminative" by even Americans themselves. On April 15, U.S. President Barack Obama signed into law the budget bill for fiscal year 2011 which will end on Sept. 30 after the House of Representatives passed it. The bill included a clause which bans any China-U.S. joint scientific research activities related to NASA or coordinated by the White House's Science Policy Office. Under the clause in the budget bill, none of the Congress-approved funds for the U.S. government "may be used for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration or the Office of Science and Technology Policy to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company." It also applies the limitation "to any funds used to effectuate the hosting of official Chinese visitors at facilities belonging to or utilized" by NASA. As a result, Chinese journalists were denied the opportunity to make live coverage of the shuttle's blast-off, just as their peers from other countries have done. The Chinese journalists were also kept away from NASA's press conferences. Obviously, the "Wolf Clause" runs counter to the trend that both China and the United States are trying to push ahead their exchanges and cooperation in science and technology. During the third round of the China-U.S. Strategic and Economic Dialogue (S and ED) held in Washington earlier this month, the two sides published accomplishments of the dialogue, which includes the cooperation in science and technology. Moreover, China and the U.S. this year renewed their bilateral agreements on scientific and technological cooperation. The Obama administration also attached importance to the current development and trend of scientific and technological cooperation between China and the U.S. and realized the nature of mutual benefit brought about by such cooperation. John P.Holdren, director of the Science and Technology Policy Office of the White House, has told Xinhua that the cooperation on science and technology was one of the most dynamic fields in bilateral relations between China and the United States. The "Wolf Clause" exposed the anxiety of hawkish politicians in the United States over China's peaceful development in recent years, and it also demonstrated their shortsightedness to the whole world. The "Wolf Clause" was a result of compromise made by Obama to Republicans to avoid possible bankruptcy of the U.S. government. It is also a concession between U.S. Republicans and Democrats, but the "clause" will not in any way change the trend of the increasingly closer scientific and technological cooperation between China and the U.S. In fact, the "Wolf Clause" has incurred criticism, even from some U.S. scientists. Richard Milner, director of Laboratory for Nuclear Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), thought China's contribution to the project was "crucial". The professor believed that the "Wolf Clause" was a "discriminative decision" and it would eventually hurt the U.S. itself. As the unpopular clause came into effect, China's journalists became the first victims of the discriminative legislation by being turned away from the Kennedy Space Center. Although the clause will terminate as the fiscal year 2011 ends in September, Wolf seemed unreconciled and claimed he will work to extend the ban to next year. Today, while the Chinese and U.S. governments are deepening their cooperation, Wolf acted against the trend with a cold war mentality. This is something that should raise the vigilance of peace-loving people in the world.


Presidential Leadership Key to Coop

Presidential Leadership on space is key to China Cooperation 

Day 08

[Dwayne Day, Writer for the Space Review, “ The China Gambit” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1042/2, 1/21/08, Caplan]

Unlike the late 1960s, improving relations with China does not require dramatic and diplomatically difficult steps. The two countries already have a reasonably cordial relationship and extensive trade. China has an embassy in Washington, for instance, which it did not in 1969. But space cooperation with China will not happen outside of a larger political effort of engagement with China. A NASA administrator cannot choose to do this, a president must choose to do it. The long history of international space cooperation demonstrates that it is but one tool among many in improving relations, and it cannot change strategic relations by itself—witness deteriorating US-Russian relations despite the cooperation on the International Space Station. However, presidents also have internal disincentives to pursuing space cooperation, because they come with costs. In some instances, space cooperation is also more beneficial to NASA than it is to the president because it makes programs harder to kill. NASA still has a space station largely because canceling it would have been painful internationally. But the existence of the space station has tied the hands of an administration that wants to change the direction of American space policy. And the current administration, which will be gone exactly one year from yesterday, has clearly stated that it desires less cooperation with foreign partners in space rather than more. The Bush administration, while not seeking a more adversarial relationship with China, has not demonstrated any interest in engaging them in space cooperation despite several opportunities. It is now too late for such an initiative to emerge from this administration and to gain any headway. It will not require another Richard Nixon to improve relations with China, but it will require someone other than George W. Bush. If the United States is going to make overtures to China regarding space cooperation, that opportunity is only going to arise during the next administration. But it holds promise of providing a new set of tools that the United States does not currently possess. China may indeed have something to offer in space after all. 


China Key to Mars

China is uniquely key in cooperation due to technological advancement and a long-term mentality – means no solvency for any alternative cooperative actor

Jonathan Adams 10/28/11 – senior staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor, former corresponding director for Newscom, (The Christian Science Monitor, “China is on path to 'militarization of space”, http://www.csmonitor.com/layout/set/print/content/view/print/332521)

Taipei, Taiwan China looks set to pull ahead in the Asian space race to the moon, putting a spacecraft into lunar orbit Oct. 6 in a preparatory mission for an unmanned moon landing in two or three years.  Chinese engineers will maneuver the craft into an extremely low orbit, 9.5 miles above the moon's surface, so it can take high-resolution photos of a possible landing site.  Basically, China is looking for a good "parking space" for a moon lander, in a less-known area of the moon known as the Bay of Rainbows.  The mission, called Chang'e 2 after a heroine from Chinese folklore who goes to the moon with a rabbit, highlights China's rapidly growing technological prowess, as well as its keen desire for prestige on the world stage. If successful, it will put China a nose ahead of its Asian rivals with similar lunar ambitions – India and Japan – and signal a challenge to the American post-cold-war domination in space.  The Asian space race  Compared with the American and Soviet mad dashes into space in the late 1950s and '60s, Asia is taking its time – running a marathon, not a sprint. "All of these countries witnessed the cold war, and what led to the destruction of the USSR," says Ajey Lele, an expert on Asian space programs at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis in New Delhi, referring to the military and space spending that helped hasten the decline of the Soviet regime. "They understand the value of money and investment, and they are going as per the pace which they can go." But he acknowledged China's edge over India. "They started earlier, and they're ahead of us at this time," he says.  India put the Chandrayaan 1 spacecraft into lunar orbit in 2008, a mission with a NASA payload that helped confirm the presence of water on the moon. It plans a moon landing in a few years' time, and a manned mission as early as 2020 – roughly the same timetable as China.  Japan is also mulling a moonshot, and has branched out into other space exploration, such as the recent Hayabusa mission to an asteroid. Its last lunar orbiter shared the moon with China's first in 2007.  Both Japan's and India's recent missions have been plagued by glitches and technical problems, however, while China's have gone relatively smoothly.  Mr. Lele said the most significant aspect of the Chang'e 2 mission was the attempt at a 9.5-mile-high orbit, a difficult feat. India's own lunar orbiter descended to about 60 miles in 2008, he said, but was forced to return to a more stable, 125-mile-high orbit.  A low orbit will allow for better scouting of future landing sites, said Lele. "They [the Chinese] will require huge amounts of data on landing grounds," said Lele. "A moon landing hasn't been attempted since the cold war."  During the famed 1969 Apollo 11 manned mission to the moon, astronaut Neil Armstrong had to take control of the lander in the last moments of descent to avoid large moon boulders strewn around the landing site. China hopes to avoid any such last-minute surprises with better reconnaissance photos, which would allow them to see moon features such as rocks as small as one-meter across, according to Chinese media.  Is China's space exploration a military strategy?  Meanwhile, some have pointed out that China's moonshot, like all space programs, has valuable potential military offshoots. China's space program is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA), which is steadily gaining experience in remote communication and measurement, missile technology, and antisatellite warfare through missions like Chang'e 2.  The security implications of China's space program are not lost on India, Japan, or the United States.  The Pentagon notes that China, through its space program, is exploring ways to exploit the US military's dependence on space in a conflict scenario – for example, knocking out US satellites in the opening hours of a crisis over Taiwan.  "China is developing the ability to attack an adversary's space assets, accelerating the militarization of space," the Pentagon said in its latest annual report to Congress on China's military power. "PLA writings emphasize the necessity of 'destroying, damaging, and interfering with the enemy's reconnaissance ... and communications satellites.' "More broadly, some in the US see China's moon and mars programs as evidence that it has a long-range strategic view that's lacking in Washington, leading policymakers to believe that China is the only option when it comes to the U.S. cooperatively exploring space.  The US has a reconnaissance satellite in lunar orbit now, but President Obama appears to have put off the notion of a manned return to the moon.  With China slowly but surely laying the groundwork for a long-term lunar presence, some fear the US may one day find itself lapped –"like the tale of the tortoise and the hare," says Dean Cheng, an expert on China's space program at the Heritage Foundation in Washington. "I have to wonder whether the United States, concerned with far more terrestrial issues, and with its budget constraints, is going to decide to make similarly persistent investments to sustain its lead in space."

Obama believes cooperation with China is the best option – negotiations are near 

Amy Svitak 5/6/2011 – senior staff writer for SpaceNews, Space.com, and featured regularly in MSNBC Science News, (Space at MSNBC.com, “Obama sees China as a partner in Mars mission”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42934529/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/obama-sees-china-partner-mars-mission/)

U.S. President Barack Obama views China as a potential partner for an eventual human mission to Mars that would be difficult for any single nation to undertake, a senior White House official told lawmakers.  Testifying May 4 before the House Appropriations subcommittee on commerce, justice and science, White House science adviser John Holdren said near-term engagement with China in civil space will help lay the groundwork for any such future endeavor. He prefaced his remarks with the assertion that human exploration of Mars is a long-term proposition and that any discussion of cooperating with Beijing on such an effort is speculative. “(What) the president has deemed worth discussing with the Chinese and others is that when the time comes for humans to visit Mars, it’s going to be an extremely expensive proposition and the question is whether it will really make sense — at the time that we’re ready to do that — to do it as one nation rather than to do it in concert,” Holdren said in response to a question from Rep. Frank Wolf, R-Va., a staunch China critic who chairs the powerful subcommittee that oversees NASA spending. Holdren, who said NASA could also benefit from cooperating with China on detection and tracking of orbital debris, stressed that any U.S. collaboration with Beijing in manned spaceflight would depend on future Sino-U.S. relations. “But many of us, including the president, including myself, including (NASA Administrator Charles) Bolden, believe that it’s not too soon to have preliminary conversations about what involving China in that sort of cooperation might entail,” Holdren said. “If China is going to be, by 2030, the biggest economy in the world … it could certainly be to our benefit to share the costs of such an expensive venture with them and with others.” Wolf, who characterizes China’s government as “fundamentally evil,” said it is outrageous that the Obama administration would have close ties with Beijing’s space program, which is believed to be run primarily by the People’s Liberation Army, or PLA. “When you say you want to work in concert, it’s almost like you’re talking about Norway or England or something like that,” an irate Wolf told Holdren, repeatedly pounding a hand against the table top in front of him. “As long as I have breath in me, we will talk about this, we will deal with this issue, whether it be a Republican administration or a Democrat administration, it is fundamentally immoral.” Holdren said he admired Wolf’s leadership in calling attention to China’s human-rights record, but noted that even when then-U.S. President Ronald Reagan referred to the former Soviet Union as “the evil empire” in the late 1980s, he continued to cooperate with the communist bloc in science and technology if doing so was deemed in the U.S. national interest. “The efforts we are undertaking to do things together with China in science and technology are very carefully crafted to be efforts that are in our own national interest,” Holdren said. “That does not mean that we admire the Chinese government; that does not mean we are blind to the human rights abuses.” Holdren said that as White House science adviser, his capacity to influence the president’s diplomatic approach to Beijing is limited. “I am not the person who’s going to be whispering in the president’s ear on what our stance toward China should be, government to government, except in the domain where I have the responsibility for helping the president judge whether particular activities in science and technology are in our national interest or not,” Holdren said. Recently enacted legislation prohibits U.S. government collaboration with the Chinese in areas funded by Wolf’s subcommittee, whose jurisdiction also includes the U.S. Commerce and Justice departments, the National Science Foundation and the National Institute of Standards and Technology. When asked how he interpreted the new law, part of a continuing resolution approved in April that funds federal agencies through Sept. 30, Holdren said the administration will live within the terms of the prohibition. “I am instructed, after consultation with counsel, who in turn consulted with appropriate people in the Department of Justice, that that language should not be read as prohibiting actions that are part of the president’s constitutional authority to conduct negotiations,” Holdren said. “At the same time there are obviously a variety of aspects of that prohibition that very much apply and we’ll be looking at that on a case by case basis in (the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy) to be sure we are compliant.” Rep. John Culberson, R-Texas, who joined Wolf last fall in opposing an official visit to Beijing by Bolden, accused Holdren and the White House of plotting to circumvent the law. “It’s not ambiguous, it’s not confusing, but you just stated to the chairman of this committee that you and the administration have already embarked on a policy to evade and avoid this very specific and unambiguous requirement of law if in your opinion it is in furtherance of negotiation of a treaty,” Culberson said. “That’s exactly what you just said. I don’t want to hear about you not being a lawyer.” Holdren said a variety of opinions and legal documents indicate the president has exclusive constitutional authority to determine the time, scope and objectives of international negotiations and discussions, as well as the authority to determine the preferred agents who will represent the United States in those exchanges. Culberson reminded Holdren that the administration’s civil research and development funding flows through Wolf’s subcommittee, and that funding could be choked off if the White House fails to comply with the law. “Your office cannot participate, nor can NASA, in any way, in any type of policy, program, order or contract of any kind with China or any Chinese-owned company,” Culberson said. “If you or anyone in your office, or anyone at NASA participates, collaborates or coordinates in any way with China or a Chinese-owned company … you’re in violation of this statute, and frankly you’re endangering your funding. You’ve got a huge problem on your hands. Huge.”




***Credibility Advantage***

2AC Impact Add-on 

And we access Latin American war- that’s Hanson, this goes global 

James Francis Rochlin, 1994. Professor of Political Science at Okanagan University College. “Discovering the Americas: the evolution of Canadian foreign policy towards Latin America,” p. 130-131.

 

While there were economic motivations for Canadian policy in Central America, security considerations were perhaps more important. Canada possessed an interest in promoting stability in the face of a potential decline of U.S. hegemony in the Americas. Perceptions of declining U.S. influence in the region – which had some credibility in 1979-1984 due to the wildly inequitable divisions of wealth in some U.S. client states in Latin America, in addition to political repression, under-development, mounting external debt, anti-American sentiment produced by decades of subjugation to U.S. strategic and economic interests, and so on – were linked to the prospect of explosive events occurring in the hemisphere. Hence, the Central American imbroglio was viewed as a fuse which could ignite a cataclysmic process throughout the region. Analysts at the time worried that in a worst case scenario, instability created by a regional war, beginning in Central America and spreading elsewhere in Latin America, might preoccupy Washington to the extent that the United States would be unable to perform adequately its important hegemonic role in the international arena – a concern expressed by the director of research for Canada’s Standing Committee Report on Central America. It was feared that such a predicament could generate increased global instability and perhaps even a hegemonic war. This is one of the motivations which led Canada to become involved in efforts at regional conflict resolution, such as Contadora, as will be discussed in the next chapter.


NASA Credibility Low Now

Constellation cancellation killed NASA and threatens collapse – action now key

Taylor Dinerman – Consultant for the Department of Defense, and Reporter for the Space Review (6/9/10, “The Collapse of NASA?,” http://www.hudson-ny.org/1366/the-collapse-of-nasa, RG)

The attempt to kill George W. Bush's Constellation Program has thrown NASA and the US space industry into chaos. If the next human to set foot on the Moon is not a US astronaut, that change will be seen by the rest of the world as a major humiliation for this country. Those who say, "Been there, done that" will be answered with, "Can't go there, can't do that." In his testimony at the May 12th hearing, former astronaut Neil Armstrong said, "If the leadership we have acquired through our investment is allowed to simply fade away, other nations will surely step in where we have faltered. I do not believe that this would be in our best interest." Although the Constellation Program may have been modestly underfunded, it was based on technological and political reality. The new "Obama Program," however, currently proposed as a substitute for the Constellation, recommend a "flexible path" to human space exploration, yet provides no solid goals or timelines, and only a few vague promises that, with "game changing technology," NASA will someday be able to visit an asteroid or, in the very long term, send people to the moons of Mars. It is, as Apollo Astronaut Gene Cernan before a US Senate Committee on May 12th put it, "a travesty which flows against the grain of over 200 years of our history." The proposal is also based on the idea that the US cannot be the world's leader in space technology. It must now seek to subordinate its space ambitions to the international community. Even to the extent of killing off large segments of the space industry. The Constellation Program emerged in the aftermath of the Colombia disaster of February 2003; and was called the Vision for Space Exploration. It was at first hailed as the answer to NASA's prayers -- just the sort of clear direction that many of the agency's longstanding critics had demanded. Unlike George H.W. Bush's similar Space Exploration Initiative, which was eviscerated by Congress in 1991 and 1992, the Vision was carefully planned to be acceptable to a large bipartisan majority in Congress. To achieve that, this program, renamed Constellation, had to be technologically conservative; it also had to make full use of the existing workforce and infrastructure. The resistance to Obama's program on Capitol Hill and elsewhere is fierce. NASA Administrator Bolden has literally had to beg his own employees for support. Meanwhile, supporters and skeptics are at each others throats. The damage this is doing to personal and professional relationships inside the space industry is real and lasting. Ever since it was created by President Eisenhower in 1958, NASA has had a powerful grip on the American imagination. As Tom Wolfe put it: " The 'space race' became a fateful test and presage of the entire Cold War conflict between the 'superpowers' the Soviet Union and the United Startes. Surveys showed that people throughout the world looked upon the competition… as a preliminary contest proving final and irresistible power to destroy." After a rough start, the Apollo Moon landing in 1969 ended the first phase of the space race with a decisive American victory. The pictures of astronauts standing next to the flag became a permanent part of America's global image. So much so, in fact, that US enemies almost always subscribe to the belief that the Moon landings were faked. After Apollo, it became commonplace to say that NASA lost its way. On the contrary, the agency has, with remarkable tenacity, pursued an human space exploration agenda that has provided the framework for almost everything it does. First, they pursued a low-cost, safe, reliable Earth to Orbit transportation system, The Shuttle, which was supposed to provide; but due to cost-cutting by the Nixon administration and Congressional Democrats, led by Edward Kennedy and Walter Mondale in the early 1970s, it failed to live up to its potential. The agency also wanted a Space Station as a stepping stone to the Solar System. The existing International Space Station (ISS) may not be in the ideal orbit for interplanetary exploration, but it does exist and this alone is a tribute to NASA's powerful institutional will. A permanent base on the Moon, and eventually a manned landing on Mars, were the ultimate goals of the US space agency. President George W. Bush's Science Advisor, John Marbuger, explained what the end result would be during a speech in March 2006: "As I see it, questions about the the (NASA) Vision boil down to whether we want to incorporate the Solar System in our economic sphere or not." The proposal to replace the shuttle with a commercial taxi service has gotten a lot of attention. The concept is not new. During the Bush administration, NASA set up the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) contracts, the of which were to provide cargo services to the Space Station. It was hoped that later ones would be able to carry astronauts. Sadly, the firms involved have found that they needed a lot more time and money than originally planned. Whether Bolden said it or not, there is a better than even chance that at some point they will need to be bailed out. At one time, the US-manned space program was something that the overwhelming majority of Americans could be proud of; with a few exceptions, it enjoyed strong bipartisan and popular support. It has so much visibility that many people believe it gets as much as 20 percent of the federal budget, instead of the the real number which is a little more than one-half of one percent. Now it is the object of a nasty political squabble -- mostly between the White House and Congress as a whole, rather than between Republicans and Democrats. While a few leaders in Washington are seeking a compromise, the fight over Constellation has been getting nasty. Senator Richard Shelby (R Al.), the most eager supporter of the Moon Mission, may attach an amendment forbidding NASA to cancel the Constellation to a "must pass" military appropriations bill. This would insure the programs survival at least until 2012. The turmoil inside the agency is costing time and money. Worse, it is biting into the necessary trust that is essential to all involved in the program. As long as people inside both NASA and its contractors are worried about the future of their jobs, and the possibility that they may be wasting their efforts either by working on the President's program or by working on Constellation, the situation is ripe for trouble.


AT: Obama Credibility High Now 

Even though Obama was the president that “killed” Osama bin Laden my (Mead 11) was written after Osama’s “death”. The warrant for this card is that Obama has not fulfilled his campaign promises. Mead also states that Obama must take charge and act as a leader and not just the face of America.   

Failure to act resolutely causes weakness perceptually 
Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html
The credibility of a state forms the basis of its reputation, which is little more than an impression of fundamental national character that serves as a guide for others trying to anticipate future actions.12 The loss of credibility can lead to reputations for weakness, fecklessness, and irresolution, which, the thinking goes, emboldens enemies and discourages the loyalty of allies. Credibility can be damaged in many ways, depending on the situation and the observer, but perhaps the surest is to fail to rise to a challenge or to pursue a goal with sufficient resolve. By doing so, a state may earn a reputation for irresolution, which can encourage more aggressive actions by revisionist powers.13 Threats made by a state without credibility may not be believed, inspiring the aggressor to press his advantage, which may lead to a challenge to an interest that is truly vital making a major war unavoidable. Thus the credibility imperative is also intimately related to the post-war American obsession with “appeasement,” which is of course a code word for a show of weakness that inadvertently encourages an aggressor.

Plus it means we can’t control conflicts

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

Second, the cult adds still another ingredient for escalation: it exacerbates hostilities between two adversaries in a conflict and makes them less willing to compromise, thus prolonging the rivalry. Indeed, the fear of losing reputation has been a major factor behind states' reluctance to end conflicts.50 Israel's unwillingness to stop its bleeding in southern Lebanon sooner, like the earlier US. reluctance to cut its losses in Vietnam, was in large part due to its fear of losing "the deterrent image," prestige, reputation, and credibility.51 The same holds true for the Soviet Union's reluctance to pull out of Afghanistan's mountains and Vietnam's reluctance to get out of Cambodia's jungle.52 Furthermore, prolonging a crisis or rivalry can cause a state to believe that it has already invested too much reputation to back down. When a second crisis erupts between two previous foes, both sides will be even less willing to compromise, whatever the outcome of the previous conflict might have been. If the previous conflict ended in a draw, both sides now have even more reason to avoid losing. If the previous round ended in one side's defeat, the antagonism may become even more severe: the side that won is unwilling to lose its supposedly hard-won reputation, while the side that lost may stand firm in an attempt to regain its "lost" reputation. Each additional round makes both sides feel that they have more and more reputation at stake in the confrontation, so they are even more reluctant to compromise. Hence, the "lock-in effect" is far more serious in rivalries than in random conflicts.53 The arrival of the second conflict also makes both sides believe that the conflict between them is unresolvable and will remain so for the foreseeable future. This will lead both sides to fear that the other side will deem any slight concession as a sign of weakness, and the fear induces states to believe that even the tiniest compromise at the least significant place might have far-reaching consequences.54 The result is a "paradox of credibility": "in order to buttress its credibility, a nation should intervene in the least significant, the least compelling, and the least rewarding cases, and its reaction should be disproportionate to the immediate provocation or the particular interest at stake."


Obama Power Good

Obama power is critical to prevent global instability and nuclear war 

Zakaria, 08 

[Fareed Zakaria,Ph.D in Political Science from Harvard University , “Wanted: A New Grand Strategy”,  lexis, 11/29/08, Caplan]

Even if their growth rates decline, these countries will not return quietly to the back of the bus. The "Global Trends" report identifies several worrying aspects of the new international order--competition for resources like oil, food, commodities and water; climate change; continued terrorist threats; and demographic shifts. But the most significant point it makes is that these changes are taking place at every level and at great speed in the global system. Nations with differing political and economic systems are flourishing. Subnational groups, with varied and contradictory agendas, are on the rise. Technology is increasing the pace of change. Such ferment is usually a recipe for instability. Sudden shifts can trigger sudden actions -- terrorist attacks, secessionist outbreaks, nuclear brinksmanship. The likelihood of instability might increase because of the economic crisis. Despite some booms and busts--as well as 9/11 and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq--the world has been living through an economic golden age. Global growth has been stronger for the past five years than in any comparable period for almost five decades. Average per capita income has risen faster than in any such period in recorded history. But that era is over. The next five years are likely to be marked by slow growth, perhaps even stagnation and retreat, in certain important areas. What will be the political effects of this slowdown? Historically, economic turmoil has been accompanied by social unrest, nationalism and protectionism. We might avoid these dangers, but it is worth being acutely aware of them. At the broadest level, the objective of the United States should be to stabilize the current global order and to create mechanisms through which change -- the rise of new powers, economic turmoil, the challenge of subnational groups like al-Qaeda -- can be accommodated without overturning the international order. Why? The world as it is organized today powerfully serves America's interests and ideals. The greater the openness of the global system, the better the prospects for trade, commerce, contact, pluralism and liberty. Any strategy that is likely to succeed in today's world will be one that has the active support and participation of many countries. Consider the financial crisis, which several Western governments initially tried to handle on their own. They seemed to forget about globalization -- and nothing is more globalized than capital. Belatedly recognizing this, leaders held the G20 meeting in Washington. This was a good first step (though just a first step). Without a coordinated approach, efforts to patch up the system will fail. The same applies not just to "soft" problems of the future -- pandemics, climate change -- but to current security challenges as well. The problem of multilateralism in Afghanistan -- a place where everyone claims to be united in the struggle -- is a sad test case for the future. Thirty-seven nations, operating with the blessing of the United Nations and attacking an organization that has brutally killed civilians in dozens of countries, are still unable to succeed. Why? There are many reasons, but it does not help that few countries involved -- from our European allies to Pakistan -- are genuinely willing to put aside their narrow parochial interests for a broader common one. Terrorism in South Asia generally requires effective multinational cooperation. Business as usual will produce terrorism that will become usual. National rivalries, some will say, are in the nature of international politics. But that's no longer good enough. Without better and more sustained cooperation, it is difficult to see how we will solve most of the major problems of the 21st century. The real crisis we face is not one of capitalism or American decline, but of globalization itself. As the problems spill over borders, the demand for common action has gone up. But the institutions and mechanisms to make it happen are in decline. The United Nations, NATO and the European Union are all functioning less effectively than they should be. I hold no brief for any specific institution. The United Nations, especially the Security Council, is flawed and dysfunctional. But we need some institutions for global problem-solving, some mechanisms to coordinate policy. Unless we can find ways to achieve this, we should expect more crises and less success at solving them. In a world characterized by change, more and more countries--especially great powers like Russia and China and India--will begin to chart their own course. That in turn will produce greater instability. America cannot forever protect every sea lane, broker every deal and fight every terrorist group. Without some mechanisms to solve common problems, the world as we have come to know it, with an open economy and all the social and political benefits of this openness, will flounder and perhaps reverse. Now, these gloomy forecasts are not inevitable. Worst-case scenarios are developed so that they can be prevented. And there are many good signs in the world today. The most significant rising power--China--does not seem to seek to overturn the established order (as have many newly rising powers in the past) but rather to succeed within it. Considerable cooperation takes place every day at the ground level, among a large number of countries, on issues from nuclear nonproliferation to trade policy. Sometimes a crisis provides an opportunity. The Washington G20 meeting, for instance, was an interesting portent of a future "post-American" world. Every previous financial crisis had been handled by the IMF, the World Bank or the G7 (or G8). This time, the emerging nations were fully represented. At the same time, the meeting was held in Washington, and George W. Bush presided. The United States retains a unique role in the emerging world order. It remains the single global power. It has enormous convening, agenda-setting and leadership powers, although they must be properly managed and shared with all the world's major players, old and new, in order to be effective. President-elect Obama has powers of his own, too. I will not exaggerate the importance of a single personality, but Obama has become a global symbol like none I can recall in my lifetime. Were he to go to Tehran, for example, he would probably draw a crowd of millions, far larger than any mullah could dream of. Were his administration to demonstrate in its day-to-day conduct a genuine understanding of other countries' perspectives and empathy for the aspirations of people around the world, it could change America's reputation in lasting ways. This is a rare moment in history. A more responsive America, better attuned to the rest of the world, could help create a new set of ideas and institutions -- an architecture of peace for the 21st century that would bring stability, prosperity and dignity to the lives of billions of people. Ten years from now, the world will have moved on; the rising powers will have become unwilling to accept an agenda conceived in Washington or London or Brussels. But at this time and for this man, there is a unique opportunity to use American power to reshape the world. This is his moment. He should seize it. 


AT: Plan Makes Cred Worse

1: Plan increases Obama credibility because it establishes a clear position for his policies and reestablishes himself as the national leader, which is key to political authority. That’s Mead 6/20 and Svitak 5/4 

2: Plan is the only proposal able to capture the public’s attention and increases his legitimacy among his constituents. That’s Thomson 11

3: U.S international stiff-arming alienates foreign nations and tanks U.S legitimacy. That’s Johnson-Freese 6/10   

4. It’s Try or die- action is better than inaction 

Hanson 05 (Victor Davis Hanson, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford, March 11, 2005, The National Review, online:http://www.nationalreview.com/hanson/hanson200503110746.asp)
Every time the United States the last quarter century had acted boldly — its removal of Noriega and aid for the Contras, instantaneous support for a reunified Germany, extension of NATO, preference for Yeltsin instead of Gorbachev, Gulf War I,bombing of Milosevic, support for Sharon's fence, withdrawal from Gaza and decapitation of the Hamas killer elite, taking out the Taliban and Saddam-good things have ensued. In contrast, on every occasion that we have temporized — abject withdrawal from Lebanon, appeasement of Arafat at Oslo, a decade of inaction in the Balkans, paralysis in Rwanda, sloth in the face of terrorist attacks, not going to Baghdad in 1991 — corpses pile up and the United States became either less secure or less respected or both.  So it is also in this present war, in which our unheralded successes far outweigh our notorious mistakes. A number of books right now in galleys are going to look very, very silly, as they forecast American defeat, a failed Middle East, and the wages of not listening to their far smarter recommendations of using the U.N. more, listening to Europe, or bringing back the Clinton A-Team. America's daring, not its support for the familiar — but ultimately unstable and corrupt — status quo, explains why less than three years after September 11, the Middle East is a world away from where it was on the first day of the war. And that is a very good thing indeed.


Plan Solves NASA Credibility

An international approach to human spaceflight is key to NASA Cred

Logsdon 11

[Dr. John M. Logsdon Research professor of Political Science and International Affairs at George Washington University, “ Change and continuity in US space policy” , http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964610001128, Feb 2011, Caplan]

The new National Space Policy directs US government agencies to look for increased opportunities for international cooperation in a wide variety of areas, ranging from space science to space surveillance and maritime domain awareness. This approach reflects the broader foreign policy strategy of the Obama administration. For example, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said in a July 2010 speech: Our approach to foreign policy must reflect the world as it is, not as it used to be. It does not make sense to adapt a 19th-century concert of powers or a 20th-century balance-of-power strategy. We cannot go back to Cold War containment or to unilateralism…. We will lead by inducing greater cooperation among a greater number of actors and reducing competition, tilting the balance away from a multi-polar world and toward a multi-partner world.4 This approach stands in rather stark contrast to the unilateralist path to leadership articulated in the 2006 Bush administration space policy. It also recognizes that in the space arena other nations and groups of nations have developed, and are continuing to develop, world-class space capabilities, and that unless they are engaged with the USA as they pursue their own objectives, other poles of space leadership will emerge. Included in areas for increased cooperation are several national security and dual use space activities, in particular space situational awareness. In pursuit of the policy’s objectives, representatives of the Department of State and Department of Defense have in recent months carried out a series of consultations in various venues around the world regarding ways of working together in such areas; this represents a significant departure from past US practice, and could represent a significant change in how the USA advances its own interests in the security space arena. NASA is currently constrained in its ability to seek new cooperative opportunities, although outreach in space and Earth science to new as well as traditional partners is being pursued. However, the confusion in the US human spaceflight effort makes it particularly difficult for the USA to maintain its leading position in this arena. After spending several years following the US lead in planning for a Moon-focused global exploration program, other countries (or at least their space agencies) were among those surprised by the unilateral US decision to abandon the lunar goal. The choice of a near Earth object as the initial destination for US exploration does not offer many opportunities for non-US contributions. Only if the USA reverses its policy of not accepting non-US contributions to future space transportation systems could there be a significant global exploration effort initially focused on destinations other than the Moon; indeed, such a policy reversal might even enable a truly international return to the Moon. 

A Clear Directive From Nasa over mars is key to gain credibility and avoid long term budget cuts

Foust 10

[Jeff Foust, Editor and Publisher of the Space Review, “ NASA’s need to win hearts and minds”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1582/1, 3/8/10, Caplan]

For some, it’s all but over. In various blogs and other discussion forums on the Internet, people are convinced that the fiscal year 2011 budget proposal for NASA is effectively dead on arrival in Congress. Constellation will live on in some form or other, they believe, and the notion that the private sector can handle the responsibility of ferrying astronauts to and from low Earth orbit will be set aside for some indefinite future date.  It’s not hard to see why some would come to that conclusion. The reaction in Congress to the budget proposal to date—at least among those members who have given the budget proposal any attention—has been largely negative, from Sen. Richard Shelby’s statement within an hour of the budget’s release that it “begins the death march for the future of US human space flight” to critical questions from members of Congress in recent hearings. (It is a mistake, though, to conclude that Congress is opposed to the plan: that implies that Congress is a monolithic entity and, as any observer of that institution can tell you, it most certainly is not.) Added to that is local opposition, particularly in places like Florida, Alabama, and Utah that stand to lose thousands of jobs in an already weak economy with the retirement of the shuttle and the cancellation of Constellation. There are also the editorials and op-eds worrying about the loss of inspiration and national prestige that they believe would result from the new NASA plan. The latest evidence appeared to come last week, when the Wall Street Journal reported that NASA administrator Charles Bolden was seeking a “plan B” to present to Congress in reaction to the strong opposition that the original plan received from key committees. As it turns out, it was a miscommunication: “I did not ask anybody for an alternative to the President’s plan and budget,” Bolden said in a brief statement in response to the article. Nonetheless, it added to the perception that the new plan was in trouble. However, it’s premature to write the obituary for the new plan just yet. It’s only been five weeks since the plan’s low-key rollout, and the budget cycle is still in its earliest phases. It won’t be until late this calendar year—if not early next year, given the difficulties past Congresses have had in passing appropriations bills on time—before the NASA budget is enacted: plenty of time for the agency and other advocates of the proposal to drum up support. If they want to be successful, though, a change of strategy may be in order. A fumbled kickoff In the past, major new space initiatives have been heralded in presidential addresses: think of President Kennedy’s 1961 proclamation that the US would land a man on the Moon by the end of the decade, President Reagan’s announcement in his 1984 State of the Union address that NASA would develop a space station, and the space exploration announcements by the two Presidents Bush in 1989 and 2004. Americans—at least those who care about space—had come to believe that major space policy changes required a presidential announcement. This time around, though, there was no presidential announcement: no mention of space in the State of the Union address or anything else before the administration released the FY2011 budget on the morning of February 1, containing sweeping changes for NASA. This created the perception by some that President Obama didn’t care about space, a feeling that was exacerbated if you were a supporter of Constellation.  The announcement was understated even for a budget rollout. Unlike past years, when NASA held a press conference at its Washington headquarters where the administrator and other officials discussed the details of the budget, NASA instead held a telecon, during which Bolden read an opening statement—and then left, turning over the details, and the duties of answering questions, to other officials from the agency and the Office of Science and Technology Policy. Even the budget information released that day was limited: rather than the hundreds of pages of documents going over every agency program included in the budget in detail, all NASA released were high-level summary documents outlining funding levels and programs that were being started or ended. (NASA did eventually release those documents, but only after three weeks.) As it turns out, there was a good reason for the lack of information released that day. Normally NASA gets its budget “passback”—the administration’s decision on what funding level it will get in the next budget proposal—from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in late November or early December. This time around, though, according to various accounts, the passback came much later: the weekend before the budget’s release, barely enough time to put together the high-level information released that Monday. Also missing from the budget preparations, apparently, was any consultation or coordination with Congress prior to its release. “I thought it was particularly troubling that senior people within the administration and on your staff engaged in a campaign of telephone calls with reporters prior to the budget rollout to explain the embargoed program details instead of providing details to this committee,” Rep. Pete Olson (R-TX), ranking member of the space subcommittee of the House Science and Technology Committee, said to Bolden during a hearing last month. “This is not a media campaign. NASA should be communicating with its policy and oversight committees.” That lack of consultation as well as the limited details in the budget release would be just minor transgressions if the new NASA budget was business as usual. That’s not the case this time, and as a result the lack of details and coordination with key Congressional stakeholders put the agency at a disadvantage at a time when it needs to win over members of Congress worried about how the changes will affect the country and also their constituents. In the days that followed Bolden admitted that the rollout of the budget was “screwed up” and took the blame for it (see “An agency in transition”, The Space Review, February 8, 2010). However, the poorly-handled release by NASA and the administration put NASA in a hole that it has not emerged from, based on recent Congressional hearings and other events. In those hearings, particularly the science committee hearing on February 25th, members peppered Bolden with concerns about the effect the changes will have on the workforce, on the ability of private providers to transport astronauts to the space station, the potential loss of international prestige to the US by not having the ability to launch humans into orbit for several years, and even whether it would have a deleterious effect on inspiring students to study math and science. And some of NASA’s responses to them have been a bit tone-deaf.  Addressing one of those concerns, Rep. Marcia Fudge (D-OH) said at that hearing, “The lack of a clear mission, with goals and milestones, fails to not only inspire the current NASA workforce, but also fails to inspire the future generation of scientists and astronauts.” She added that she had recently visited a high school in her district and met with a student who said he wanted to be an astronaut. “I had no clue what to say to him at that point,” she said, citing the cancellation of Constellation in the budget proposal. Bolden’s response didn’t help. “I would have told him to forget it for a while,” he said. His response was well-intentioned: he thought students should focus first on getting a good science and engineering education (and, unstated, that the odds of becoming a NASA astronaut are very long: there are far more professional athletes in the US today than members of the astronaut corps). But in the context of the hearing, that probably didn’t alleviate any concerns about the future of human spaceflight. Making an emotional connection What is particularly challenging in this circumstance is not that the administration did a less-than-stellar job in rolling it out: no new initiative makes a flawless debut. The real challenge is that this new direction for NASA (one that notably lacks a name like the Vision for Space Exploration or the Space Exploration Initiative) marks one of the biggest changes in NASA’s history. For most of NASA’s history, the agency has been driven by destinations and deadlines. Land a man on the Moon by the end of the 1960s and return him safely to the Earth. Build a space station by 1994. Send humans to Mars by 2019. Return humans to the Moon by 2020. Such goals, advocates claim, provide clarity to NASA, allowing it to focus on what’s necessary to achieve those goals, as the agency did with Apollo. The problem is, though, that the agency has found it difficult to repeat the success of Apollo. The space station is being completed this year, 16 years after Reagan’s original deadline in his State of the Union address. At least it is being completed: the goals of the Space Exploration Initiative, including its humans-to-Mars goal of 2019, quickly fell by the wayside, and the Augustine Committee found last summer that, at its current funding levels, NASA might never make it back to the Moon, let alone do so by 2020 as President Bush announced in 2004. “The fact is that we have been trying to relive Apollo for the last 40 years,” said NASA deputy administrator Lori Garver at a breakfast last week in Washington hosted by Women in Aerospace. “We have not been able to recreate that since, and I am not even sure that we would want to, given even that did not provide us with a sustained presence in space.”  Instead, NASA is making a major break with the past by proposing a budget that focuses on developing capabilities—evidenced by the new technology R&D programs and efforts to develop commercial crew transportation alternatives—rather than destinations and deadlines, beyond Bolden’s comments since the budget’s rollout that the “ultimate goal” of human exploration is to go to Mars, at some unspecified future date. The logic in many respects is sound: if humans are to explore the solar system, they require a core set of technologies and other capabilities in order to do so effectively and with some degree of safety, tools that either don’t exist today or require improvement in performance or cost to close the case for such missions. Bolden said in Congressional testimony that where we should go in space was not nearly as important as why. “If don’t know why we’re doing this, we may as well quit,” he said. “We do need a destination. That destination, ultimately, is Mars. But we need to know why we’re going there. We’re going there because the human species is incredibly inquisitive. We think that there is potential for life on Mars, or at least potential for people to live there… That’s the ‘why’ we came up with.” However, for people used to the destination-driven paradigm, such a change can be jarring: a program focused on developing capabilities to enable human space exploration anywhere can look like a program designed to go nowhere when there are no specific destinations and deadlines set. A change that also results in near-term job losses in an uncertain economy and also a near-term loss of capabilities (in this case, the ability to fly humans to the ISS) only exacerbates the problem, making the situation look more like a step backwards than one forwards. In their new book Switch: How to Change Things When Change Is Hard, brothers Chip and Dan Heath describe the challenges of trying to introduce change in companies and organizations that can be very resistant to them. Like any good business book, they come up with a clever metaphor to describe the problem: the Elephant and the Rider. The former represents our emotional side, while the latter our rational side. For any major attempt at change to be successful, advocates of the change need to appeal to both the Elephant and the Rider, or else they’ll go nowhere. And that Elephant is awfully important, they write: “Anytime the six-ton Elephant and the Rider disagree about which direction to go, the Rider is going to lose.” NASA’s new plan has so far focused far more on the Rider than the Elephant. The arguments they’ve put forward for changing course have the backing of logic—the need to develop capabilities necessary for any kind of space exploration—as well as the cold, hard fiscal realities that make alternatives unaffordable. However, it has so far lacked an effective emotional appeal needed for it to be successful. The opposition to the plan, particularly among some members of Congress, would not be surprising to Heaths. “But when the road is uncertain, the Elephant will insist on taking the default path,” they write. “Why? Because uncertainty makes the Elephant anxious.” The uncertainty inherent in the new plan—particularly with the lack of specific details in the days and weeks since its release—has certainly bred anxiety, as is clearly evident in the themes of the criticism of, and questions about, the new plan leveled at NASA in recent hearings: How many jobs will my district lose because of this new plan? (And will I lose my job in the next election as a result?) How can we rely on commercial providers to transport astronauts when none of them have done human spaceflight to date? Won’t we lose face to Russia and China by not continuing Constellation? How can we inspire kids to study math and science when the future of human spaceflight looks so uncertain? NASA can counter some of this by providing more details about how it plans to implement this plan. However, this will appeal primarily to the rational side of people: the Rider, not the Elephant, in the Heaths’ lexicon. Instead, NASA and other advocates of the new plan need to do more to connect with skeptical politicians, business leaders, and others in the space community and the general public at a more emotional level, finding ways to assuage those visceral concerns.  NASA and the administration appear to be inching down that path with Sunday’s announcement that President Obama will host a space conference in Florida on April 15. The purpose of the conference, according to a White House press release, is to “focus on the goals and strategies in this new vision, the next steps, and the new technologies, new jobs, and new industries it will create.” But it also provide an opportunity for the president to demonstrate his interest in the subject, which some fear has been lacking given the way the new plan has been rolled out—an emotional connection that could be vital to the plan’s long-term success. Garver acknowledged last week the need for communicating the plan better, although she did not go into specifics about how the agency will do that. “I don’t feel that there’s tremendous surprise” within NASA to the budget proposal’s reaction in Congress, she said. “However, I do feel that we that, as we do a better job communicating with them and educating them about what we actually plan to do, that there will be more receptivity. I definitely feel that this is the kind of program that there will be broad support for over the long run.” “If we are not successful with this budget,” she warned, “I think there is a very real risk that the growth that is proposed in this budget… will not be sustained if we aren’t able to come together at some point over the next few months and work towards common ground.” Finding that common ground will likely require more than appeals to logic alone. 

Budget Cuts and lack of Cooperation are undermining Nasa’s soft power

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

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

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

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

Translating achievements into soft power is the work of thousands of creative cultural entrepreneurs. These people cannot be conjured up out of nothing; they have to exist within a supportive social environment. It was the lack of this environment that doomed George W. Bush’s rather weak efforts to enlist America’s soft power on behalf of his pro-democracy agenda.NASA and the space industry, on the other hand, do have a supportive network amongst the creative elite. They have not been able to mobilize it effectively due to obvious divisions and distractions. For example, the industry has been able to put together a coalition for space exploration, but is has yet to make much of an impact due to its Washington-centric focus. A support system based on new ideas would concentrate on building and mobilizing support from the people who make movies, TV shows, and videogames.Beyond this, soft power is often seen as a tool or instrument of foreign policy. Thinking of it this way seriously handicaps any policymaker who wants to use it as a part of American strategy. This simply will not work. One might as well try and tie up a package with silly string rather than twine. Yet soft power can be created by involving other nations in challenging, difficult, and rewarding programs like the International Space Station.

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

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

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

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

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

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

A Mars mission is needed to rejuvenate public interest in Space 

Ritch Shidemantle 2002 Spacecraft & Martian Habitat Life Support System: Space Transit & Surface Operations on Mars, Red Midnight

A human mission to Mars will rejuvenate the public’s interest and excitement in NASA and space flight in general.  If NASA begins designing for a human Mars mission after completion of the ISS, it will have approximately a decade to develop a program that will act much the same as the Apollo program.  Picture it’s 2010, the president of the United States comes on television and addresses the world stating that a human will step foot on Mars by the end of the decade.  Nine years later in 2019, Fifty years after the Moon landing, a human steps foot on Mars for the first time.   Many people have forgotten what it meant for mankind to step foot on the Moon.  Maybe a human stepping foot on Mars is what is needed to help bring back that meaning and inspire a world community to come together for a common goal.

Mars Mission would boost public interest in space science 

Dr. Joel S. Levine senior research scientist in the Science Directorate of NASA's Langley Research Center, 2011, The Exploration of Mars by Humans: Why Mars? Why Humans?- the Atlantic http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2011/04/the-exploration-of-mars-by-humans-why-mars-why-humans/237143/
The human mission to Mars is a very exciting and challenging journey. The trip will take about nine months each way with a stay time on the surface of Mars of several hundred days. The long length of the mission will provide an excellent opportunity to engage the public and especially students in elementary and middle school in the mission. Following the launch of Sputnik 1 on October 4, 1957, the U.S. and the rest of the world witnessed a significant increase in the numbers of students studying science, technology, engineering and mathematics and entering the STEM professions (I was one of those students). In the U.S., the influx of students in the STEM professions resulted in new STEM-related products and industries, and in enhanced national security and enhanced economic vitality. Unfortunately, the situation has changed significantly in recent times with fewer students studying STEM areas and entering the STEM workforce. It is interesting to note that the new chief education officer at NASA, the associate administrator of education, is former Astronaut Leland Melvin, clearly an excellent role model for students.
Plan solves public support

Daniel Nasaw, online producer and writer for the BBC, 2009 Apollo 11 moon landing, guardian.co.uk, http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2009/jul/16/buzz-aldrin-moon-mars-space 

Nasa robots have discovered evidence that Mars was once soaked in water, Aldrin wrote, making the red planet a promising laboratory to study climate change on Earth.

"Mobilising the space programme to focus on a human colony on Mars while at the same time helping our international partners explore the moon on their own would galvanise public support for space exploration and provide a cause to inspire America's young students," he wrote.


Solvency—Leadership

An International cooperation mission would enhance America’s leadership

Friedman 11

[Lou Friedman recently stepped down after 30 years as Executive Director of The Planetary Society. He continues as Director of the Society's LightSail Program and remains involved in space programs and policy. Before co-founding the Society with Carl Sagan and Bruce Murray, Lou was a Navigation and Mission Analysis Engineer and Manager of Advanced Projects at JPL. , “ American leadership”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1778/1, 2/14/11, Caplan] 

 “American Leadership” is a phrase we hear bandied about a lot in political circles in the United States, as well as in many space policy discussions. It has many different meanings, most derived from cultural or political biases, some of them contradictory. The term sometimes arouses antipathy from non-Americans and from advocates of international cooperation. They may find it synonymous with American hubris or hegemony.  It is true that American leadership can be used as a nationalistic call to advance American interests at the expense of non-American interests. But more often it may be used as an international call for promoting mutual interests and cooperation. That is certainly true in space, as demonstrated by the International Space Station, Cassini-Huygens, the James Webb Space Telescope, the Europa Jupiter System Mission, Mars 2016/2018 and Earth observing satellites. These are great existing and proposed missions, which engage much of the world and advance the interests of the US and other nations, inspire the public, and promote cooperation among technical and scientific communities worldwide. Yet space exploration and development are often overlooked in foreign relations and geopolitical strategies. Sometimes, the connection between space exploration and foreign relations has even been belittled in the space community. I refer to the NASA administrator’s foray into the Middle East last year, promoting science, math, and technology as a way to reach out to Muslim nations. It is true that he used some unfortunate wording, such as “foremost purpose,” but it was great that the administration wanted the space program to be part of its overarching international efforts to engaging the Muslim community in peaceful pursuits. Apollo and the International Space Station were both accomplishments motivated more by international and geopolitical interests than they were by space enthusiasm. It’s my view that space ventures should be used to advance American engagement in the world. (For example, with China on the space station and Russia in Mars Sample Return.)  American leadership in space is much more desired that resented—except when it gets used unilaterally, as in the past Administration’s call for “dominance in cislunar space.” Asian countries (China, Japan, India) are especially interested in lunar landings; Western countries, including the US, much less so. However, cooperating with Asian countries in lunar science and utilization would be both a sign of American leadership and of practical benefit to US national interests. Apollo 11 astronaut Buzz Aldrin has been a leader advocating such cooperation. At the same time American leadership can be extended by leading spacefaring nations into the solar system with robotic and human expeditions to other worlds. The US can’t do everything alone. Climate monitoring, Earth observation, space weather prediction, and ultimately asteroid deflection are huge and vital global undertakings that require international participation. That is also true with exploration projects sending robots and human to other worlds. American leadership in these areas is welcomed and used by other countries, even as they develop their own national programs. The US government should make more of this and not treat it as an afterthought—or even worse, prohibit American leadership as the House of Representatives is doing this week by banning any China collaboration or cooperation. (The proposed House continuing resolution for fiscal year 2011 prohibits OSTP or NASA funds to be used for anything to do with China.) On a bigger stage I was struck by the demands of the Egyptian protesters over the past few weeks for American leadership and engagement in reforming their country, while at the same time strongly resenting any American interference in their country. This demand for American leadership and opposition to American hegemony may seem inconsistent. It is not: it only emphasizes the need to recognize the difference and use leadership for cooperation and engagement. If we Americans do this in the space program, we will accomplish more in our many Earth, space science, and exploration projects, and we will raise higher the importance of the space program on the national and international political agenda. 


Solvency—Mars Leadership/Engagement

A Mandate for a mars mission from Obama will Solve Credibility, specifically if in cooperation with other nations

NYT 10

[The New York Times Editorials, “ A New Space Program”, 2/8/10,  http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/09/opinion/09tue1.html, Caplan]

Mr. Obama is instead calling on NASA to develop “game-changing” technologies to make long-distance space travel cheaper and faster, a prerequisite for reaching beyond the Moon to nearby asteroids or Mars. To save money and free the agency for more ambitious journeys, the plan also calls for transferring NASA’s more routine operations — carrying astronauts to the International Space Station — to private businesses. If done right, the president’s strategy could pay off handsomely. If not, it could be the start of a long, slow decline from the nation’s pre-eminent position as a space-faring power. We are particularly concerned that the White House has not identified a clear goal — Mars is our choice — or set even a notional deadline for getting there. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration and Congress need to keep the effort focused and adequately financed. The most controversial element of the president’s plan is his proposal to scrap NASA’s mostly Moon-related technology programs that have been working to develop two new rockets, a new space capsule, a lunar landing capsule and systems for living on the lunar surface. Those efforts have been slowed by budgetary and technical problems. And at the current rate, the Moon landing would likely not occur until well after 2030. The technologies that looked reasonable when NASA first started in 2005 have already begun to look dated. A lunar expedition would be of some value in learning how to live on the Martian surface but would not help us learn how to descend through Mars’ very different atmosphere or use that planet’s atmospheric resources effectively. Nor would it yield a rich trove of new scientific information or find new solutions for the difficulties of traveling deeper into space. The president’s proposal calls for developing new technologies to make long-distance space travel possible: orbiting depots that could refuel rockets in space, lessening the weight they would have to carry from the ground; life-support systems that could operate indefinitely without resupply from Earth; new engines, propellants and materials for heavy-lift rockets; and advanced propulsion systems that could enable astronauts to reach Mars in a matter of weeks instead of roughly a year using chemical rockets. Leaping to new generations of technology is inherently hard and NASA’s efforts may not bear fruit in any useful time period. To increase the odds of success, Congress may want to hold the agency’s feet to the fire and require that a specified percentage of its budget be devoted to technology development. The idea of hiring private companies to ferry astronauts and cargo to the space station is also risky and based on little more than faith that the commercial sector may be able to move faster and more cheaply than NASA. The fledgling companies have yet to prove their expertise, and the bigger companies often deliver late and overbudget. If they fail or fall behind schedule, NASA would have to rely on Russia or other foreign countries to take its astronauts and cargoes aloft. That is a risk worth taking. It has relied on the Russians before when NASA’s shuttle fleet was grounded for extensive repairs. It would seem too expensive for NASA to compete with a new rocket designed to reach low-Earth orbit — far better to accelerate development of a heavier-lift rocket needed for voyages beyond, as NASA now intends. The new plan for long-distance space travel also needs clear goals and at least aspirational deadlines that can help drive technology development and make it clear to the world that the United States is not retiring from space exploration but rather is pushing toward the hardest goal within plausible reach. We believe the target should be Mars — the planet most like Earth and of greatest scientific interest. Many experts prefer a flexible path that would have astronauts first travel to intermediate destinations: a circle around the Moon to show the world that we can still do it; a trip to distant points where huge telescopes will be deployed and may need servicing; a visit to an asteroid, the kind of object we may some day need to deflect lest it collide with Earth. That makes sense to us so long as the goal of reaching Mars remains at the forefront. At this point, the administration’s plans to reorient NASA are only a proposal that requires Congressional approval to proceed. Already many legislators from states that profit from the current NASA program are voicing opposition. Less self-interested colleagues ought to embrace the notion of a truly ambitious space program with clear goals that stir all Americans’ imaginations and challenge this country’s scientists to think far beyond the Moon. 

Solvency—“Screw Congress”

Presidential Leadership on space is key to China Cooperation 

Day 08

[Dwayne Day, Writer for the Space Review, “ The China Gambit” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1042/2, 1/21/08, Caplan]

Unlike the late 1960s, improving relations with China does not require dramatic and diplomatically difficult steps. The two countries already have a reasonably cordial relationship and extensive trade. China has an embassy in Washington, for instance, which it did not in 1969. But space cooperation with China will not happen outside of a larger political effort of engagement with China. A NASA administrator cannot choose to do this, a president must choose to do it. The long history of international space cooperation demonstrates that it is but one tool among many in improving relations, and it cannot change strategic relations by itself—witness deteriorating US-Russian relations despite the cooperation on the International Space Station. However, presidents also have internal disincentives to pursuing space cooperation, because they come with costs. In some instances, space cooperation is also more beneficial to NASA than it is to the president because it makes programs harder to kill. NASA still has a space station largely because canceling it would have been painful internationally. But the existence of the space station has tied the hands of an administration that wants to change the direction of American space policy. And the current administration, which will be gone exactly one year from yesterday, has clearly stated that it desires less cooperation with foreign partners in space rather than more. The Bush administration, while not seeking a more adversarial relationship with China, has not demonstrated any interest in engaging them in space cooperation despite several opportunities. It is now too late for such an initiative to emerge from this administration and to gain any headway. It will not require another Richard Nixon to improve relations with China, but it will require someone other than George W. Bush. If the United States is going to make overtures to China regarding space cooperation, that opportunity is only going to arise during the next administration. But it holds promise of providing a new set of tools that the United States does not currently possess. China may indeed have something to offer in space after all. 


Solvency—AT: Takes Too Long

Timeframe isn’t an issue: bases would be up within 20 years and we could colonize the whole planet within 30.  We’d have everything needed to create a sustainable system 

ZUBRIN 2k, Robert: President of both the Mars Society and Pioneer Astronautics

[“The Economic Viability of Mars Colonization,” http://www.aleph.se/Trans/Tech/Space/mars.html]

Exploration:  The exploration phase of Mars colonization has been going on for some time now with the telescopic and robotic surveys that have been and continue to be made. It will take a quantum leap, however, when actual human expeditions to the planet's surface begin. As I and others have shown in numerous papers1,2,3, if the Martian atmosphere is exploited for the purpose of manufacturing rocket fuel and oxygen, the mass, complexity, and overall logistics requirements of such missions can be reduced to the point where affordable human missions to Mars can be launched with present day technology. Moreover, by using such "Mars Direct" type approaches, human explorers can be on Mars within 10 years of program initiation, with total expenditure not more than 20% of NASA's existing budget.  The purpose of the exploration phase is to resolve the major outstanding scientific questions bearing on the history of Mars as a planet and a possible home for life in the past, to conduct a preliminary survey of the resources of Mars and determine optimum locations for future human bases and settlements, and to establish a modus operandi whereby humans can travel to, reside on, and conduct useful operations over substantial regions of the surface of Mars.  Base Building:  The essence of the base building phase is to conduct agricultural, industrial, chemical, and civil engineering research on Mars as to master an increasing array of techniques required to turn Martian raw materials into useful resources. While properly conducted initial exploration missions will make use of the Martian air to provide fuel and oxygen, in the base building phase this elementary level of local resource utilization will be transcended as the crew of a permanent Mars base learns how to extract native water and grow crops on Mars, to produce ceramics, glasses, metals, plastics, wires, habitats, inflatable structures, solar panels, and all sorts of other useful materials, tools, and structures. While the initial exploration phase can be accomplished with small crews (of about 4 members each) operating out of Spartan base camps spread over bast areas of the Martian surface, the base building phase will require a division of labor entailing a larger number of people (on the order of 50), equipped with a wide variety of equipment and substantial sources of power. In short, the purpose of the base building period is to develop a mastery of those techniques required to produce on Mars the food clothing and shelter required to support a large population on the Red Planet.  The base building phase could begin in earnest about 10 years after the initial human landing on Mars.  Settlement:  Once the techniques have been mastered that will allow the support of a large population on Mars out of indigenous resources, the settlement of Mars can begin. The primary purpose of this phase is simply to populate Mars, creating a new branch of human civilization there with exponentially growing capabilities to transform the Red Planet.  While the Exploration and Base building phases can and probably must be carried out on the basis of outright government funding, during the Settlement phase economics comes to the fore. That is, while a Mars base of even a few hundred people can potentially be supported out of pocket by governmental expenditures, a Martian society of hundreds of thousands clearly cannot be. To be viable, a real Martian civilization must be either completely autarchic (very unlikely until the far future) or be able to produce some kind of export that allows it to pay for the imports it requires.  Terraforming:  If a viable Martian civilization can be established, its population and powers to change its planet will continue to grow. The advantages accruing to such a society of terraforming Mars into a more human-friendly environment are manifest4. Put simply, if enough people find a way to live and prosper on Mars there is no doubt but that sooner or later they will terraform the planet. The feasibility or lack thereof of terraforming Mars is thus in a sense a corollary to the economic viability of the Martian colonization effort.  Potential methods of terraforming Mars have been discussed in a number of locations.5,6. In the primary scenario, artificial greenhouse gases such as halocarbons are produced on Mars and released into the atmosphere. The temperature rise induced by the presence of these gases causes CO2 adsorbed in the regolith to be outgassed, increasing the greenhouse effect still more, causing more outgassing, etc. In reference 6 it was shown that a rate of halocarbon production of about 1000 tonnes per hour would directly induce a temperature rise of about 10 K on Mars, and that the outgassing of CO2 caused by this direct forcing would likely raise the average temperature on Mars by 40 to 50 K, resulting in a Mars with a surface pressure over 200 mbar and seasonal incidence of liquid water in the warmest parts of the planet. Production of halocarbons at this rate would require an industrial establishment on Mars wielding about 5000 MW or power supported by a division of labor requiring at least (assuming optimistic application of robotics) 10,000 people. Such an operation would be enormous compared to our current space efforts, but very small compared to the overall human economic effort even at present. It is therefore anticipated that such efforts could commence as early as the mid 21st Century, with a substantial amount of the outgassing following on a time scale of a few decades. While humans could not breath the atmosphere of such a Mars, plants could, and under such conditions increasingly complex types of pioneering vegetation could be disseminated to create soil, oxygen, and ultimately the foundation for a thriving ecosphere on Mars. The presence of substantial pressure, even of an unbreathable atmosphere, would greatly benefit human settlers as only simple breathing gear and warm clothes (i.e. no spacesuits) would be required to operate in the open, and city-sized inflatable structures could be erected (since there would be no pressure differential with the outside world) that could house very large settlements in an open-air shirt-sleeve environment.  Nevertheless, Mars will not be considered fully terraformed until its air is breathable by humans. Assuming complete coverage of the planet with photosynthetic plants, it would take about a millennia to put the 120 mbar of oxygen in Mars' atmosphere needed to support human respiration in the open. It is therefore anticipated that human terraformers would accelerate the oxygenation process by artificial technological approaches yet to be determined, with the two leading concepts being those based on either macroengineering (i.e. direct employment of very large scale energy systems such as terrawatt sized fusion reactors, huge space-based reflectors or lasers, etc.) or self reproducing machines, such as Turing machines or nanotechnology. Since such systems are well outside current engineering knowledge it is difficult to provide any useful estimate of how quickly they could complete the terraforming job. However in the case of self-replicating machines the ultimate source of power would be solar, and this provides the basis for an upper bound to system performance. Assuming the whole planet is covered with machines converting sunlight to electricity at 30% efficiency, and all this energy is applied to releasing oxygen from metallic oxides, a 120 mbar oxygen atmosphere could be created in about 30 years.

AT: Obama’s Credibility Not Solve War

1. Extend Mead – The presidency is failing now, but a Mission to Mars will increase his credibility.  Increased credibility will allow Obama to become a stronger leader and reestablish his political authority.  With increased authority, he will increase his presidential power and be able to do more as president.  Also, because the president is the image of the US, a strong president gives off the image of a strong US, which will deter other nations from attacking.


AT: NASA Credibility Not Solve War

Extend Logsdon, increased NASA credibility inspires others seek partnership with the US, binding them to the US.  This means that others will be deterred from causing conflicts and wars.  Also, increased NASA cred cements the US as a leader among nations, which also serves to deter others from attacking.




***Mars Advantage***

Mars Key

Mars is key to all space exploration – solves disease, energy, and gets us off the rock

Shawn 11 (writer for teenink, “Why Should We Explore Mars?” 1-9-11. http://www.teenink.com/nonfiction/all/article/8956/Why-Should-We-Explore-Mars/)JT

We should explore Mars for many different reasons. Space is the final frontier of exploration. What better place to start than Mars, the closest planet? Mars is a lot like the earth. It has ice caps at its poles. Its day is about as long as ours. Mars also has canyons and mountains, similar to Earth. We also think Mars may have had water in earlier stages of development. We should explore Mars for new medicines. There could be cures for many "incurable" diseases, including AIDS and cancer! Our planet is also getting overcrowded. If we could eventually build a space colony there, many people could move there. Mars might also have life that we could study, or communicate with. Mars also could help us find some of the secrets of the development of our planet. Mars may hold valuable minerals which could be very useful. We could find a new energy source that would be very valuable. We should also explore Mars out of pure curiosity, since the days of Orson Wells and his "War of the Worlds" (which caused much hysteria), people have wondered about Mars. We have just begun our journey into the Solar System and with new information and data being revealed every day, we should definitely explore our neighbor and fellow terrestrial planet. 

Mars is the only planet that allows for significant human population growth, and serves as a unique economic hub in terms of resources and location

Robert Zubrin -- former Chairman of the National Space Society, President of the Mars Society, aerospace engineer and author, B.A. in Mathematics from the University of Rochester, masters degree in Aeronautics and Astronautics, a masters degree in Nuclear Engineering, and a Ph.D. in Nuclear Engineering from the University of Washington, (July/August, 1996, National Space Society, “The Case for Colonizing Mars”, http://www.nss.org/settlement/mars/zubrin-colonize.html

Among extraterrestrial bodies in our solar system, Mars is singular in that it possesses all the raw materials required to support not only life, but a new branch of human civilization. This uniqueness is illustrated most clearly if we contrast Mars with the Earth's Moon, the most frequently cited alternative location for extraterrestrial human colonization. In contrast to the Moon, Mars is rich in carbon, nitrogen, hydrogen and oxygen, all in biologically readily accessible forms such as carbon dioxide gas, nitrogen gas, and water ice and permafrost. Carbon, nitrogen, and hydrogen are only present on the Moon in parts per million quantities, much like gold in seawater. Oxygen is abundant on the Moon, but only in tightly bound oxides such as silicon dioxide (SiO2), ferrous oxide (Fe2O3), magnesium oxide (MgO), and aluminum oxide (Al2O3), which require very high energy processes to reduce. Current knowledge indicates that if Mars were smooth and all its ice and permafrost melted into liquid water, the entire planet would be covered with an ocean over 100 meters deep. This contrasts strongly with the Moon, which is so dry that if concrete were found there, Lunar colonists would mine it to get the water out. Thus, if plants could be grown in greenhouses on the Moon (an unlikely proposition, as we've seen) most of their biomass material would have to be imported. The Moon is also deficient in about half the metals of interest to industrial society (copper, for example), as well as many other elements of interest such as sulfur and phosphorus. Mars has every required element in abundance. Moreover, on Mars, as on Earth, hydrologic and volcanic processes have occurred that are likely to have consolidated various elements into local concentrations of high-grade mineral ore. Indeed, the geologic history of Mars has been compared to that of Africa, with very optimistic inferences as to its mineral wealth implied as a corollary. In contrast, the Moon has had virtually no history of water or volcanic action, with the result that it is basically composed of trash rocks with very little differentiation into ores that represent useful concentrations of anything interesting. You can generate power on either the Moon or Mars with solar panels, and here the advantages of the Moon's clearer skies and closer proximity to the Sun than Mars roughly balances the disadvantage of large energy storage requirements created by the Moon's 28-day light-dark cycle. But if you wish to manufacture solar panels, so as to create a self-expanding power base, Mars holds an enormous advantage, as only Mars possesses the large supplies of carbon and hydrogen needed to produce the pure silicon required for producing photovoltaic panels and other electronics. In addition, Mars has the potential for wind-generated power while the Moon clearly does not. But both solar and wind offer relatively modest power potential — tens or at most hundreds of kilowatts here or there. To create a vibrant civilization you need a richer power base, and this Mars has both in the short and medium term in the form of its geothermal power resources, which offer potential for large numbers of locally created electricity generating stations in the 10 MW (10,000 kilowatt) class. In the long-term, Mars will enjoy a power-rich economy based upon exploitation of its large domestic resources of deuterium fuel for fusion reactors. Deuterium is five times more common on Mars than it is on Earth, and tens of thousands of times more common on Mars than on the Moon. But the biggest problem with the Moon, as with all other airless planetary bodies and proposed artificial free-space colonies, is that sunlight is not available in a form useful for growing crops. A single acre of plants on Earth requires four megawatts of sunlight power, a square kilometer needs 1,000 MW. The entire world put together does not produce enough electrical power to illuminate the farms of the state of Rhode Island, that agricultural giant. Growing crops with electrically generated light is just economically hopeless. But you can't use natural sunlight on the Moon or any other airless body in space unless you put walls on the greenhouse thick enough to shield out solar flares, a requirement that enormously increases the expense of creating cropland. Even if you did that, it wouldn't do you any good on the Moon, because plants won't grow in a light/dark cycle lasting 28 days. But on Mars there is an atmosphere thick enough to protect crops grown on the surface from solar flare. Therefore, thin-walled inflatable plastic greenhouses protected by unpressurized UV-resistant hard-plastic shield domes can be used to rapidly create cropland on the surface. Even without the problems of solar flares and month-long diurnal cycle, such simple greenhouses would be impractical on the Moon as they would create unbearably high temperatures. On Mars, in contrast, the strong greenhouse effect created by such domes would be precisely what is necessary to produce a temperate climate inside. Such domes up to 50 meters in diameter are light enough to be transported from Earth initially, and later on they can be manufactured on Mars out of indigenous materials. Because all the resources to make plastics exist on Mars, networks of such 50- to 100-meter domes couldbe rapidly manufactured and deployed, opening up large areas of the surface to both shirtsleeve human habitation and agriculture. That's just the beginning, because it will eventually be possible for humans to substantially thicken Mars' atmosphere by forcing the regolith to outgas its contents through a deliberate program of artificially induced global warming. Once that has been accomplished, the habitation domes could be virtually any size, as they would not have to sustain a pressure differential between their interior and exterior. In fact, once that has been done, it will be possible to raise specially bred crops outside the domes. The point to be made is that unlike colonists on any known extraterrestrial body, Martian colonists will be able to live on the surface, not in tunnels, and move about freely and grow crops in the light of day. Mars is a place where humans can live and multiply to large numbers, supporting themselves with products of every description made out of indigenous materials. Mars is thus a place where an actual civilization, not just a mining or scientific outpost, can be developed. And significantly for interplanetary commerce, Mars and Earth are the only two locations in the solar system where humans will be able to grow crops for export. Interplanetary Commerce Mars is the best target for colonization in the solar system because it has by far the greatest potential for self-sufficiency. Nevertheless, even with optimistic extrapolation of robotic manufacturing techniques, Mars will not have the division of labor required to make it fully self-sufficient until its population numbers in the millions. Thus, for decades and perhaps longer, it will be necessary, and forever desirable, for Mars to be able to import specialized manufactured goods from Earth. These goods can be fairly limited in mass, as only small portions (by weight) of even very high-tech goods are actually complex. Nevertheless, these smaller sophisticated items will have to be paid for, and the high costs of Earth-launch and interplanetary transport will greatly increase their price. What can Mars possibly export back to Earth in return? It is this question that has caused many to incorrectly deem Mars colonization intractable, or at least inferior in prospect to the Moon. For example, much has been made of the fact that the Moon has indigenous supplies of helium-3, an isotope not found on Earth and which could be of considerable value as a fuel for second generation thermonuclear fusion reactors. Mars has no known helium-3 resources. On the other hand, because of its complex geologic history, Mars may have concentrated mineral ores, with much greater concentrations of precious metal ores readily available than is currently the case on Earth — because the terrestrial ores have been heavily scavenged by humans for the past 5,000 years. If concentrated supplies of metals of equal or greater value than silver (such as germanium, hafnium, lanthanum, cerium, rhenium, samarium, gallium, gadolinium, gold, palladium, iridium, rubidium, platinum, rhodium, europium, and a host of others) were available on Mars, they could potentially be transported back to Earth for a substantial profit. Reusable Mars-surface based single-stage-to-orbit vehicles would haul cargoes to Mars orbit for transportation to Earth via either cheap expendable chemical stages manufactured on Mars or reusable cycling solar or magnetic sail-powered interplanetary spacecraft. The existence of such Martian precious metal ores, however, is still hypothetical. But there is one commercial resource that is known to exist ubiquitously on Mars in large amount — deuterium. Deuterium, the heavy isotope of hydrogen, occurs as 166 out of every million hydrogen atoms on Earth, but comprises 833 out of every million hydrogen atoms on Mars. Deuterium is the key fuel not only for both first and second generation fusion reactors, but it is also an essential material needed by the nuclear power industry today. Even with cheap power, deuterium is very expensive; its current market value on Earth is about $10,000 per kilogram, roughly fifty times as valuable as silver or 70% as valuable as gold. This is in today's pre-fusion economy. Once fusion reactors go into widespread use deuterium prices will increase. All the in-situ chemical processes required to produce the fuel, oxygen, and plastics necessary to run a Mars settlement require water electrolysis as an intermediate step. As a by product of these operations, millions, perhaps billions, of dollars worth of deuterium will be produced. Ideas may be another possible export for Martian colonists. Just as the labor shortage prevalent in colonial and nineteenth century America drove the creation of "Yankee ingenuity's" flood of inventions, so the conditions of extreme labor shortage combined with a technological culture that shuns impractical legislative constraints against innovation will tend to drive Martian ingenuity to produce wave after wave of invention in energy production, automation and robotics, biotechnology, and other areas. These inventions, licensed on Earth, could finance Mars even as they revolutionize and advance terrestrial living standards as forcefully as nineteenth century American invention changed Europe and ultimately the rest of the world as well. Inventions produced as a matter of necessity by a practical intellectual culture stressed by frontier conditions can make Mars rich, but invention and direct export to Earth are not the only ways that Martians will be able to make a fortune. The other route is via trade to the asteroid belt, the band of small, mineral-rich bodies lying between the orbits of Mars and Jupiter. There are about 5,000 asteroids known today, of which about 98% are in the "Main Belt" lying between Mars and Jupiter, with an average distance from the Sun of about 2.7 astronomical units, or AU. (The Earth is 1.0 AU from the Sun.) Of the remaining two percent known as the near-Earth asteroids, about 90% orbit closer to Mars than to the Earth. Collectively, these asteroids represent an enormous stockpile of mineral wealth in the form of platinum group and other valuable metals. Miners operating among the asteroids will be unable to produce their necessary supplies locally. There will thus be a need to export food and other necessary goods from either Earth or Mars to the Main Belt. Mars has an overwhelming positional advantage as a location from which to conduct such trade. Historical Analogies The primary analogy I wish to draw is that Mars is to the new age of exploration as North America was to the last. The Earth's Moon, close to the metropolitan planet but impoverished in resources, compares to Greenland. Other destinations, such as the Main Belt asteroids, may be rich in potential future exports to Earth but lack the preconditions for the creation of a fully developed indigenous society; these compare to the West Indies. Only Mars has the full set of resources required to develop a native civilization, and only Mars is a viable target for true colonization. Like America in its relationship to Britain and the West Indies, Mars has a positional advantage that will allow it to participate in a useful way to support extractive activities on behalf of Earth in the asteroid belt and elsewhere. But despite the shortsighted calculations of eighteenth-century European statesmen and financiers, the true value of America never was as a logistical support base for West Indies sugar and spice trade, inland fur trade, or as a potential market for manufactured goods. The true value of America was as the future home for a new branch of human civilization, one that as a combined result of its humanistic antecedents and its frontier conditions was able to develop into the most powerful engine for human progress and economic growth the world had ever seen. The wealth of America was in fact that she could support people, and that the right kind of people chose to go to her. People create wealth. People are wealth and power. Every feature of Frontier American life that acted to create a practical can-do culture of innovating people will apply to Mars a hundred-fold. Mars is a harsher place than any on Earth. But provided one can survive the regimen, it is the toughest schools that are the best. The Martians shall do well.


 

Mars Good—Get Off The Rock

Mars colonization is key to human survival

Williams 10 (Lynda Williams for the Peace Review, a Journal of Social Justice The New Arms Race in Outer Space (22.1, Spring 2010) “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”)JT

Since Sputnik was launched over 50 years ago and the first human walked on the moon 12 years later, we have associated the exploration and colonization of space, specifically the Moon and Mars, as a necessary pursuit to guarantee our survival as a species, and to satisfy an evolutionary drive to explore and inhabit worlds beyond our own. Space enthusiasts claim that it is our manifest destiny, an expression of the human spirit, to explore and colonize the solar system. World-renowned scientists such as Stephen Hawking have made calls to colonize the Moon and Mars in order to preserve the species due to the inevitability of certain future doom on Earth by environmental destruction, plague or warfare. Commercial space developers promise private trips to space and beyond, infusing dreams of space wanderlust and enthusiasm for space travel in citizens who could never even afford such expensive and lofty excursions. Corporate space interests promise the certainty of achieving these goals along with new technological advances and resource riches from space exploration that will rival those gained from the Apollo moon missions. This article will examine the validity of these threats and promises, and their environmental and ethical consequences to life on Earth.

Human mars mission is first step to survival of human kind

Jim Haldenwang- 2008 The Human Exploration of Mars, http://members.cox.net/jhaldenwang/mars.htm

There are other reasons to explore Mars.  According to President Bush, "The desire to explore and understand is part of our character [1]."  The European Space Agency is also planning to send humans to Mars.  According to their first planning document, "The desire to explore is a fundamental heritage of the European people [1]."  However, ESA’s director of human spaceflight, Daniel Sacotte, recently stated:  "The search for territory is basic for animals and for mankind. …let’s go for having the territory [1]."  So, eventual colonization is another reason for the manned exploration of Mars.  Indeed, the very long-term survival of the human species may depend upon having self-sustaining colonies on multiple worlds, as insurance against a planetary catastrophe such as a large asteroid impact or super volcano eruption.  According to the renowned astrophysicist Stephen Hawking, "It is important for the human race to spread out into space for the survival of the species.  Life on Earth is at the ever-increasing risk of being wiped out by a disaster, such as sudden global warming, nuclear war, a genetically engineered virus or other dangers we have not yet thought of [11]."

Plan is key to get off the rock—the impact is extinction

Haque 11 (Shirin Haque, Ph.D. Astronomer, University of the West Indies January 2011 “The Beckoning Red Dot in the Sky” Journal of Cosmology, 2011, Vol 13, 4121-4130)JT

The human spirit of adventure and exploration of the unknown is likely encoded into our genetic makeup to ensure our survival as a species despite the risk and possible death to the soldiers of exploration at the frontier for the sake of the many that follow and the future. Going to Mars is nothing more than the next logical step in our advancement of discovery and exploration. It must be done. Until we can do it -- we remain restless caged spirits. Sometimes, like in the case of the lunar landings, there was the dynamics of political agendas. Had there not been political agendas, I believe with certainty that humans would have landed on the moon nonetheless. It was the logical step at the time. 

A U.S. mission to Mars would establish a colony that would ensure long-term specie survival

Federal News Service – hierarchal U.S. federal service for Washington transcripts, (3/10/11, U.S. Federal News Service “Time Is Now For Human Mission To Mars Say Book Contributors”, parts taken from a University of Arizona press release, http://www.lexisnexis.com:80/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12244753475&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=26&resultsUrlKey=29_T1224475

3447&cisb=22_T12244755339&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=282801&docNo=26)

More than 1,000 queue up for 'one-way ticket' "The time for a human mission to Mars is now," write the editors of "A One Way Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet," a collection of articles published in book form this month by the Journal of Cosmology. "The overall message of this volume is not just that going to Mars is a worthwhile scientific program and a great adventure worthy of Homo sapiens. It is that we can begin the project now," write the editors, astrobiologists Paul Davies of Arizona State University and Dirk Schulze-Makuch of Washington State University. "I truly believe that the exploration and eventual colonization of Mars is a critical step toward the long-term survival of our species, and this book, laying out the plan toward this endeavor, is a significant move in the right direction," said professor Schulze-Makuch, director of the Laboratory for Astrobiological Investigations and Space Mission Planning in the School of Earth and Environmental Sciences at Washington State University. "This book provides us with a road map for how we can accomplish one of the major upcoming challenges for humankind," Schulze-Makuch said. This is not the first collaboration by Schulze-Makuch and Davies. The two authored "To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars," which appeared last October in the Journal of Cosmology. Their article attracted massive interest worldwide and launched the idea for a smaller sequel to the journal's 970-page volume "The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet." "The dream of humans going to Mars is a recurring theme of the scientific age," said professor Davies, founding director of the BEYOND Center for Fundamental Concerts in Science at Arizona State University, where he teaches in the Department of Physics in the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences. "To make this dream a reality requires an audacious plan: to send humans with a one-way ticket," Davies said. "We are not talking about a suicide mission. Our plan is to put four astronauts on Mars to do great science, and build a base camp for others to follow. "These trailblazers will be resupplied from Earth, and eventually joined by additional colonists. It will be the first step in building a permanent human presence on the Red Planet," said Davies. According to Davies and Schulze-Makuch, the huge advantage of a one-way mission is the enormous savings in costs and the long-term commitment required to space exploration, particularly Mars exploration. They write that by cutting out the return journey, the budget can be slashed by 80 percent, bringing a Mars mission within the reach of a consortium of space agencies and private operators. "The lure of possible microbial life on Mars, which could have stunning consequences for our science and our understanding of our place in the universe is a major motivation for such a mission," said Davies. "But the ultimate goal is to create a self-sustaining human colony on another planet as a safeguard for humanity should a mega-disaster occur on Earth." Would anyone be bold enough to volunteer for such a one-way mission? "My inbox has been overflowing with messages from people eager to go. Some of them distinguished scientists," said Davies. Davies and Schulze-Makuch write in the introduction of the book: "Since the chapters in this volume appeared in journal form last year, we have been inundated with inquiries by hopeful people from all walks of life eager to obtain a one-way ticket, more than a thousand to date." The volunteers include children, seniors in retirement, military professionals, computer science students and homemakers. One of the writers is M.K.D., a 27-year-old male from Brazil. "I believe that humans should explore the universe as a way to ensure our survival as a species....I would love to be a part of this mission and be one of the first men and women who will begin the colonization of Mars, and prepare the way for future generations of explorers." Another, T.S., a 66-year old male, wrote: "Unlike many applicants perhaps, I like this planet. It's been a nice home. I've been to all of the continents, even Antarctica. I only mention that to help you better understand my position. It's just that at this stage of my life I feel I can do more. I'm sixty-six. What better way to wind down my life than to do something extraordinarily beneficial for mankind by helping him to understand another world? And in doing so to perhaps better understand his own." Excerpts from what some others who are seeking a ticket for a one-way mission to Mars wrote: "I would go to colonize the planet Mars. I am 45 and nearing the appropriate age and also I feel a registered nurse would be a great asset to the project. I would like to be considered for the project when the time comes." "I am a police officer from NYC and would volunteer for a one way mission to Mars. If I could convince my wife to come of course. Sign me up and I'll work on her." "Life on Mars - just think about it. No human being has ever been there. We've been trying to uncover its mysteries for years. There is the possibility of discovering life on a planet besides our Earth. My name is C.H. and I am a sixteen year old male for the United States of America." "The only qualifying reasons I have for going is I feel we need to continue the space program because of the benefits for all humankind. My experience (is) in the military, leadership abilities, and I am a clergy member of the United Methodist Church, in other words a spiritual advisor, and all that goes with being a pastor." "Mars is the future of humanity. Living on Earth may not be possible two or three hundred years from now and that might not be curable, so we have to seriously start thinking about a plan B....As a volunteer I think that this is my chance to do something good for humanity and for self. I'm a 22 year old guy, I live in Syria." In addition to these chapters, the nearly 400-page book begins with a chapter laying out arguments to immediately begin a series of missions to colonize Mars. Authored by Robert Zubrin, president of the Mars Society, the chapter argues that issues like radiation and low gravity can be overcome. In the last chapter, Schulze-Makuch, Davies and Joseph Gabriel of cosmology.com, vision a life on Mars after the completion of a series of one-way missions, perhaps a century from now.

Colonizing Mars is key to human survival

Leitner 11 (Johannes J. Leitner, Ph.D.1, 2, and Maria G. Firneis, Ph.D.2 “Is A Manned (One-Way) Journey To Mars Our Responsibility?” Journal of Cosmology, January 2011, Vol 13, 4121-4130)JT

Yes and No! Yes, we have to ensure that any life-forms on other planets and moons are allowed to carry on their evolution. However we have to ensure our own evolution as well. In case we decide not to settle Mars as a first step into outer space, we are dooming our own civilization which will evidently disappear at the very latest when our Sun turns to the Red Giant stage. This will not happen within the next one hundred years, but it will happen definitely. We believe that the pioneer spirit of our species has not diminished. A one-way mission to Mars and the decision to build a permanent station on Mars will be the first step to ensure our own future.

Colonization is key to preserve human life – it mitigates nuclear and biological war, natural disasters, warming, and ecological collapse: means the aff. outweighs even in a worst case scenario

Nicholas K. Geranios – staff writer at the associated press (MSNBC, November 15, 2010, “Scientists propose one-way trips to Mars”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40194872/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/scientists-propose-one-way-trips-mars/)

For anyone who’s ever felt the urge to get away from it all, Dirk Schulze-Makuch and Paul Davies have a proposal: a one-way ticket to Mars with no possibility of return. You and a stranger would board a spacecraft and travel for six months — absorbing levels of radiation so high that your reproductive organs would be destroyed — before arriving at your new planet. There you would live in an ice cave, or perhaps inside a biosphere adjoining a cave, for the rest of your life (which, incidentally, would be 20 years or less). Two other Earth ex-pats would arrive in their own craft, and together the four of you would prepare a home for 150 more people, most of whom would arrive decades after your death. Sound enticing? It does to many people, say Mr. Davies, of Arizona State University, and Mr. Schulze-Makuch, of Washington State University. The two scientists lay out their plan in a paper titled “To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars,” in the October-November issue of the Journal of Cosmology. “A human mission to Mars is technologically feasible,” the men write, “but hugely expensive.” They say that the price tag of such an undertaking could be slashed by as much as 80 percent by doing away with the hassle of worrying about getting the astronauts back to Earth. Drastically reducing the cost could make the colonization of Mars a near-term possibility. “We are a vulnerable species living in a part of the galaxy where cosmic events such as major asteroid and comet impacts and supernova explosions pose a significant threat to life on Earth, especially to human life,” the scientists write. ”Global pandemics, nuclear or biological warfare, runaway global warming, sudden ecological collapse and supervolcanoes” threaten the existence of humankind. “Colonization of other worlds is a must if the human species is to survive for the long term,” they write. Settlements on Earth’s moon or on asteroids could also be feasible, the scientists say, but the Red Planet is the best candidate for colonization. It is relatively close to Earth and it may have ice caves, which could supply the colonists with water and oxygen. After pitching their proposal in lectures and at conferences, Mr. Davies and Mr. Schulze-Makuc say they have found no shortage of people who say they would volunteer for a one-way mission, “both for reasons of scientific curiosity and in a spirit of adventure and human destiny.” The Martian colonists “would remain in constant contact with Earth via normal channels such as email, radio and video links,” the scientists say, so you could stay in touch with the relatives, check Facebook, and yes, read Tweed. So what about it? Would you volunteer? Why or why not? If not, is there someone else you’d like to send to Mars? Let us know in the comments below.

Colonization is key to preserve human life – it mitigates nuclear and biological war, natural disasters, warming, and ecological collapse: means the aff. outweighs even in a worst case scenario

Nicholas K. Geranios – staff writer at the associated press (MSNBC, November 15, 2010, “Scientists propose one-way trips to Mars”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40194872/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/scientists-propose-one-way-trips-mars/)

For anyone who’s ever felt the urge to get away from it all, Dirk Schulze-Makuch and Paul Davies have a proposal: a one-way ticket to Mars with no possibility of return. You and a stranger would board a spacecraft and travel for six months — absorbing levels of radiation so high that your reproductive organs would be destroyed — before arriving at your new planet. There you would live in an ice cave, or perhaps inside a biosphere adjoining a cave, for the rest of your life (which, incidentally, would be 20 years or less). Two other Earth ex-pats would arrive in their own craft, and together the four of you would prepare a home for 150 more people, most of whom would arrive decades after your death. Sound enticing? It does to many people, say Mr. Davies, of Arizona State University, and Mr. Schulze-Makuch, of Washington State University. The two scientists lay out their plan in a paper titled “To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars,” in the October-November issue of the Journal of Cosmology. “A human mission to Mars is technologically feasible,” the men write, “but hugely expensive.” They say that the price tag of such an undertaking could be slashed by as much as 80 percent by doing away with the hassle of worrying about getting the astronauts back to Earth. Drastically reducing the cost could make the colonization of Mars a near-term possibility. “We are a vulnerable species living in a part of the galaxy where cosmic events such as major asteroid and comet impacts and supernova explosions pose a significant threat to life on Earth, especially to human life,” the scientists write. ”Global pandemics, nuclear or biological warfare, runaway global warming, sudden ecological collapse and supervolcanoes” threaten the existence of humankind. “Colonization of other worlds is a must if the human species is to survive for the long term,” they write. Settlements on Earth’s moon or on asteroids could also be feasible, the scientists say, but the Red Planet is the best candidate for colonization. It is relatively close to Earth and it may have ice caves, which could supply the colonists with water and oxygen. After pitching their proposal in lectures and at conferences, Mr. Davies and Mr. Schulze-Makuc say they have found no shortage of people who say they would volunteer for a one-way mission, “both for reasons of scientific curiosity and in a spirit of adventure and human destiny.” The Martian colonists “would remain in constant contact with Earth via normal channels such as email, radio and video links,” the scientists say, so you could stay in touch with the relatives, check Facebook, and yes, read Tweed. So what about it? Would you volunteer? Why or why not? If not, is there someone else you’d like to send to Mars? Let us know in the comments below.

A U.S. mission to Mars would establish a colony that would ensure long-term specie survival

Federal News Service – hierarchal U.S. federal service for Washington transcripts, (3/10/11, U.S. Federal News Service “Time Is Now For Human Mission To Mars Say Book Contributors”, parts taken from a University of Arizona press release, http://www.lexisnexis.com:80/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12244753475&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=26&resultsUrlKey=29_T1224475

3447&cisb=22_T12244755339&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=282801&docNo=26)

More than 1,000 queue up for 'one-way ticket' "The time for a human mission to Mars is now," write the editors of "A One Way Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet," a collection of articles published in book form this month by the Journal of Cosmology. "The overall message of this volume is not just that going to Mars is a worthwhile scientific program and a great adventure worthy of Homo sapiens. It is that we can begin the project now," write the editors, astrobiologists Paul Davies of Arizona State University and Dirk Schulze-Makuch of Washington State University. "I truly believe that the exploration and eventual colonization of Mars is a critical step toward the long-term survival of our species, and this book, laying out the plan toward this endeavor, is a significant move in the right direction," said professor Schulze-Makuch, director of the Laboratory for Astrobiological Investigations and Space Mission Planning in the School of Earth and Environmental Sciences at Washington State University. "This book provides us with a road map for how we can accomplish one of the major upcoming challenges for humankind," Schulze-Makuch said. This is not the first collaboration by Schulze-Makuch and Davies. The two authored "To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars," which appeared last October in the Journal of Cosmology. Their article attracted massive interest worldwide and launched the idea for a smaller sequel to the journal's 970-page volume "The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet." "The dream of humans going to Mars is a recurring theme of the scientific age," said professor Davies, founding director of the BEYOND Center for Fundamental Concerts in Science at Arizona State University, where he teaches in the Department of Physics in the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences. "To make this dream a reality requires an audacious plan: to send humans with a one-way ticket," Davies said. "We are not talking about a suicide mission. Our plan is to put four astronauts on Mars to do great science, and build a base camp for others to follow. "These trailblazers will be resupplied from Earth, and eventually joined by additional colonists. It will be the first step in building a permanent human presence on the Red Planet," said Davies. According to Davies and Schulze-Makuch, the huge advantage of a one-way mission is the enormous savings in costs and the long-term commitment required to space exploration, particularly Mars exploration. They write that by cutting out the return journey, the budget can be slashed by 80 percent, bringing a Mars mission within the reach of a consortium of space agencies and private operators. "The lure of possible microbial life on Mars, which could have stunning consequences for our science and our understanding of our place in the universe is a major motivation for such a mission," said Davies. "But the ultimate goal is to create a self-sustaining human colony on another planet as a safeguard for humanity should a mega-disaster occur on Earth." Would anyone be bold enough to volunteer for such a one-way mission? "My inbox has been overflowing with messages from people eager to go. Some of them distinguished scientists," said Davies. Davies and Schulze-Makuch write in the introduction of the book: "Since the chapters in this volume appeared in journal form last year, we have been inundated with inquiries by hopeful people from all walks of life eager to obtain a one-way ticket, more than a thousand to date." The volunteers include children, seniors in retirement, military professionals, computer science students and homemakers. One of the writers is M.K.D., a 27-year-old male from Brazil. "I believe that humans should explore the universe as a way to ensure our survival as a species....I would love to be a part of this mission and be one of the first men and women who will begin the colonization of Mars, and prepare the way for future generations of explorers." Another, T.S., a 66-year old male, wrote: "Unlike many applicants perhaps, I like this planet. It's been a nice home. I've been to all of the continents, even Antarctica. I only mention that to help you better understand my position. It's just that at this stage of my life I feel I can do more. I'm sixty-six. What better way to wind down my life than to do something extraordinarily beneficial for mankind by helping him to understand another world? And in doing so to perhaps better understand his own." Excerpts from what some others who are seeking a ticket for a one-way mission to Mars wrote: "I would go to colonize the planet Mars. I am 45 and nearing the appropriate age and also I feel a registered nurse would be a great asset to the project. I would like to be considered for the project when the time comes." "I am a police officer from NYC and would volunteer for a one way mission to Mars. If I could convince my wife to come of course. Sign me up and I'll work on her." "Life on Mars - just think about it. No human being has ever been there. We've been trying to uncover its mysteries for years. There is the possibility of discovering life on a planet besides our Earth. My name is C.H. and I am a sixteen year old male for the United States of America." "The only qualifying reasons I have for going is I feel we need to continue the space program because of the benefits for all humankind. My experience (is) in the military, leadership abilities, and I am a clergy member of the United Methodist Church, in other words a spiritual advisor, and all that goes with being a pastor." "Mars is the future of humanity. Living on Earth may not be possible two or three hundred years from now and that might not be curable, so we have to seriously start thinking about a plan B....As a volunteer I think that this is my chance to do something good for humanity and for self. I'm a 22 year old guy, I live in Syria." In addition to these chapters, the nearly 400-page book begins with a chapter laying out arguments to immediately begin a series of missions to colonize Mars. Authored by Robert Zubrin, president of the Mars Society, the chapter argues that issues like radiation and low gravity can be overcome. In the last chapter, Schulze-Makuch, Davies and Joseph Gabriel of cosmology.com, vision a life on Mars after the completion of a series of one-way missions, perhaps a century from now.


Mars Good—Get Off the Rock—AT: Long Timeframe

The brink is 50 years—we are doomed as soon as funding runs out

Gott 11 (J. Richard Gott, III, Ph.D. Department of Astrophysics, Princeton University "A One-Way Trip to Mars" Journal of Cosmology, 2011, Vol 13, 4121-4130 January)JT

I've been stressing the fact that we should be in a hurry to colonize space, to improve our survival prospects, since my Nature paper in 1993 (Gott 1993). The real space race is whether we get off the planet before the money for the space program runs out. The human spaceflight program is only 50 years old, and may go extinct on a similar timescale. Expensive programs are often abandoned after a while. In the 1400s, China explored as far as Africa before abruptly abandoning its voyages. Right now we have all our eggs in one basket: Earth. The bones of extinct species in our natural history museums give mute testimony that disasters on Earth routinely occur that cause species to go extinct. It is like sailing on the Titanic with no lifeboats. We need some lifeboats. A colony on Mars might as much as double our long-term survival prospects by giving us two chances instead of one.


Mars Good—Get Off The Rock—Mars Key

Mars is the only planet that allows for significant human population growth, and serves as a unique economic hub in terms of resources and location

Robert Zubrin -- former Chairman of the National Space Society, President of the Mars Society, aerospace engineer and author, B.A. in Mathematics from the University of Rochester, masters degree in Aeronautics and Astronautics, a masters degree in Nuclear Engineering, and a Ph.D. in Nuclear Engineering from the University of Washington, (July/August, 1996, National Space Society, “The Case for Colonizing Mars”, http://www.nss.org/settlement/mars/zubrin-colonize.html

Among extraterrestrial bodies in our solar system, Mars is singular in that it possesses all the raw materials required to support not only life, but a new branch of human civilization. This uniqueness is illustrated most clearly if we contrast Mars with the Earth's Moon, the most frequently cited alternative location for extraterrestrial human colonization. In contrast to the Moon, Mars is rich in carbon, nitrogen, hydrogen and oxygen, all in biologically readily accessible forms such as carbon dioxide gas, nitrogen gas, and water ice and permafrost. Carbon, nitrogen, and hydrogen are only present on the Moon in parts per million quantities, much like gold in seawater. Oxygen is abundant on the Moon, but only in tightly bound oxides such as silicon dioxide (SiO2), ferrous oxide (Fe2O3), magnesium oxide (MgO), and aluminum oxide (Al2O3), which require very high energy processes to reduce. Current knowledge indicates that if Mars were smooth and all its ice and permafrost melted into liquid water, the entire planet would be covered with an ocean over 100 meters deep. This contrasts strongly with the Moon, which is so dry that if concrete were found there, Lunar colonists would mine it to get the water out. Thus, if plants could be grown in greenhouses on the Moon (an unlikely proposition, as we've seen) most of their biomass material would have to be imported. The Moon is also deficient in about half the metals of interest to industrial society (copper, for example), as well as many other elements of interest such as sulfur and phosphorus. Mars has every required element in abundance. Moreover, on Mars, as on Earth, hydrologic and volcanic processes have occurred that are likely to have consolidated various elements into local concentrations of high-grade mineral ore. Indeed, the geologic history of Mars has been compared to that of Africa, with very optimistic inferences as to its mineral wealth implied as a corollary. In contrast, the Moon has had virtually no history of water or volcanic action, with the result that it is basically composed of trash rocks with very little differentiation into ores that represent useful concentrations of anything interesting. You can generate power on either the Moon or Mars with solar panels, and here the advantages of the Moon's clearer skies and closer proximity to the Sun than Mars roughly balances the disadvantage of large energy storage requirements created by the Moon's 28-day light-dark cycle. But if you wish to manufacture solar panels, so as to create a self-expanding power base, Mars holds an enormous advantage, as only Mars possesses the large supplies of carbon and hydrogen needed to produce the pure silicon required for producing photovoltaic panels and other electronics. In addition, Mars has the potential for wind-generated power while the Moon clearly does not. But both solar and wind offer relatively modest power potential — tens or at most hundreds of kilowatts here or there. To create a vibrant civilization you need a richer power base, and this Mars has both in the short and medium term in the form of its geothermal power resources, which offer potential for large numbers of locally created electricity generating stations in the 10 MW (10,000 kilowatt) class. In the long-term, Mars will enjoy a power-rich economy based upon exploitation of its large domestic resources of deuterium fuel for fusion reactors. Deuterium is five times more common on Mars than it is on Earth, and tens of thousands of times more common on Mars than on the Moon. But the biggest problem with the Moon, as with all other airless planetary bodies and proposed artificial free-space colonies, is that sunlight is not available in a form useful for growing crops. A single acre of plants on Earth requires four megawatts of sunlight power, a square kilometer needs 1,000 MW. The entire world put together does not produce enough electrical power to illuminate the farms of the state of Rhode Island, that agricultural giant. Growing crops with electrically generated light is just economically hopeless. But you can't use natural sunlight on the Moon or any other airless body in space unless you put walls on the greenhouse thick enough to shield out solar flares, a requirement that enormously increases the expense of creating cropland. Even if you did that, it wouldn't do you any good on the Moon, because plants won't grow in a light/dark cycle lasting 28 days. But on Mars there is an atmosphere thick enough to protect crops grown on the surface from solar flare. Therefore, thin-walled inflatable plastic greenhouses protected by unpressurized UV-resistant hard-plastic shield domes can be used to rapidly create cropland on the surface. Even without the problems of solar flares and month-long diurnal cycle, such simple greenhouses would be impractical on the Moon as they would create unbearably high temperatures. On Mars, in contrast, the strong greenhouse effect created by such domes would be precisely what is necessary to produce a temperate climate inside. Such domes up to 50 meters in diameter are light enough to be transported from Earth initially, and later on they can be manufactured on Mars out of indigenous materials. Because all the resources to make plastics exist on Mars, networks of such 50- to 100-meter domes couldbe rapidly manufactured and deployed, opening up large areas of the surface to both shirtsleeve human habitation and agriculture. That's just the beginning, because it will eventually be possible for humans to substantially thicken Mars' atmosphere by forcing the regolith to outgas its contents through a deliberate program of artificially induced global warming. Once that has been accomplished, the habitation domes could be virtually any size, as they would not have to sustain a pressure differential between their interior and exterior. In fact, once that has been done, it will be possible to raise specially bred crops outside the domes. The point to be made is that unlike colonists on any known extraterrestrial body, Martian colonists will be able to live on the surface, not in tunnels, and move about freely and grow crops in the light of day. Mars is a place where humans can live and multiply to large numbers, supporting themselves with products of every description made out of indigenous materials. Mars is thus a place where an actual civilization, not just a mining or scientific outpost, can be developed. And significantly for interplanetary commerce, Mars and Earth are the only two locations in the solar system where humans will be able to grow crops for export. Interplanetary Commerce Mars is the best target for colonization in the solar system because it has by far the greatest potential for self-sufficiency. Nevertheless, even with optimistic extrapolation of robotic manufacturing techniques, Mars will not have the division of labor required to make it fully self-sufficient until its population numbers in the millions. Thus, for decades and perhaps longer, it will be necessary, and forever desirable, for Mars to be able to import specialized manufactured goods from Earth. These goods can be fairly limited in mass, as only small portions (by weight) of even very high-tech goods are actually complex. Nevertheless, these smaller sophisticated items will have to be paid for, and the high costs of Earth-launch and interplanetary transport will greatly increase their price. What can Mars possibly export back to Earth in return? It is this question that has caused many to incorrectly deem Mars colonization intractable, or at least inferior in prospect to the Moon. For example, much has been made of the fact that the Moon has indigenous supplies of helium-3, an isotope not found on Earth and which could be of considerable value as a fuel for second generation thermonuclear fusion reactors. Mars has no known helium-3 resources. On the other hand, because of its complex geologic history, Mars may have concentrated mineral ores, with much greater concentrations of precious metal ores readily available than is currently the case on Earth — because the terrestrial ores have been heavily scavenged by humans for the past 5,000 years. If concentrated supplies of metals of equal or greater value than silver (such as germanium, hafnium, lanthanum, cerium, rhenium, samarium, gallium, gadolinium, gold, palladium, iridium, rubidium, platinum, rhodium, europium, and a host of others) were available on Mars, they could potentially be transported back to Earth for a substantial profit. Reusable Mars-surface based single-stage-to-orbit vehicles would haul cargoes to Mars orbit for transportation to Earth via either cheap expendable chemical stages manufactured on Mars or reusable cycling solar or magnetic sail-powered interplanetary spacecraft. The existence of such Martian precious metal ores, however, is still hypothetical. But there is one commercial resource that is known to exist ubiquitously on Mars in large amount — deuterium. Deuterium, the heavy isotope of hydrogen, occurs as 166 out of every million hydrogen atoms on Earth, but comprises 833 out of every million hydrogen atoms on Mars. Deuterium is the key fuel not only for both first and second generation fusion reactors, but it is also an essential material needed by the nuclear power industry today. Even with cheap power, deuterium is very expensive; its current market value on Earth is about $10,000 per kilogram, roughly fifty times as valuable as silver or 70% as valuable as gold. This is in today's pre-fusion economy. Once fusion reactors go into widespread use deuterium prices will increase. All the in-situ chemical processes required to produce the fuel, oxygen, and plastics necessary to run a Mars settlement require water electrolysis as an intermediate step. As a by product of these operations, millions, perhaps billions, of dollars worth of deuterium will be produced. Ideas may be another possible export for Martian colonists. Just as the labor shortage prevalent in colonial and nineteenth century America drove the creation of "Yankee ingenuity's" flood of inventions, so the conditions of extreme labor shortage combined with a technological culture that shuns impractical legislative constraints against innovation will tend to drive Martian ingenuity to produce wave after wave of invention in energy production, automation and robotics, biotechnology, and other areas. These inventions, licensed on Earth, could finance Mars even as they revolutionize and advance terrestrial living standards as forcefully as nineteenth century American invention changed Europe and ultimately the rest of the world as well. Inventions produced as a matter of necessity by a practical intellectual culture stressed by frontier conditions can make Mars rich, but invention and direct export to Earth are not the only ways that Martians will be able to make a fortune. The other route is via trade to the asteroid belt, the band of small, mineral-rich bodies lying between the orbits of Mars and Jupiter. There are about 5,000 asteroids known today, of which about 98% are in the "Main Belt" lying between Mars and Jupiter, with an average distance from the Sun of about 2.7 astronomical units, or AU. (The Earth is 1.0 AU from the Sun.) Of the remaining two percent known as the near-Earth asteroids, about 90% orbit closer to Mars than to the Earth. Collectively, these asteroids represent an enormous stockpile of mineral wealth in the form of platinum group and other valuable metals. Miners operating among the asteroids will be unable to produce their necessary supplies locally. There will thus be a need to export food and other necessary goods from either Earth or Mars to the Main Belt. Mars has an overwhelming positional advantage as a location from which to conduct such trade. Historical Analogies The primary analogy I wish to draw is that Mars is to the new age of exploration as North America was to the last. The Earth's Moon, close to the metropolitan planet but impoverished in resources, compares to Greenland. Other destinations, such as the Main Belt asteroids, may be rich in potential future exports to Earth but lack the preconditions for the creation of a fully developed indigenous society; these compare to the West Indies. Only Mars has the full set of resources required to develop a native civilization, and only Mars is a viable target for true colonization. Like America in its relationship to Britain and the West Indies, Mars has a positional advantage that will allow it to participate in a useful way to support extractive activities on behalf of Earth in the asteroid belt and elsewhere. But despite the shortsighted calculations of eighteenth-century European statesmen and financiers, the true value of America never was as a logistical support base for West Indies sugar and spice trade, inland fur trade, or as a potential market for manufactured goods. The true value of America was as the future home for a new branch of human civilization, one that as a combined result of its humanistic antecedents and its frontier conditions was able to develop into the most powerful engine for human progress and economic growth the world had ever seen. The wealth of America was in fact that she could support people, and that the right kind of people chose to go to her. People create wealth. People are wealth and power. Every feature of Frontier American life that acted to create a practical can-do culture of innovating people will apply to Mars a hundred-fold. Mars is a harsher place than any on Earth. But provided one can survive the regimen, it is the toughest schools that are the best. The Martians shall do well.


Mars Good—Economy

Exploring Mars would provides economic development and spurs investment

Ramelotto 11 (Pabulo Henrique Rampelotto Department of Biology, Federal University of Santa Maria (UFSM), Brazil Why Send Humans to Mars? Looking Beyond Science. Journal of Cosmology, 2011, Vol 13, 4121-4130 January)JT

At the economical level, both the public and the private sector might be beneficiated with a manned mission to Mars, especially if they work in synergy. Recent studies indicate a large financial return to companies that have successfully commercialized NASA life sciences spin-off products. Thousands of spin-off products have resulted from the application of space-derived technology in fields as human resource development, environmental monitoring, natural resource management, public health, medicine and public safety, telecommunications, computers and information technology, industrial productivity and manufacturing technology and transportation. Besides, the space industry has already a significant contribution on the economy of some countries and with the advent of the human exploration of Mars, it will increase its impact on the economy of many nations. This will include positive impact on the economy of developing countries since it open new opportunities for investments.


Mars Good—Competitiveness

Mission to Mars uniquely stimulates US competitiveness and solves the economy

Hannon et al 5 (Michael Hannon is from the Department of Mechanical Engineering, University of Notre Dame. Bethany L. Ehlmanna is from Department of Earth and Planetary Sciences, Washington University, St. Louis. Jeeshan Chowdhury works for the School of Medicine of Canada, Timothy C. Marzullo works for Neuroscience Program, University of Michigan, Eric Collins works for the School of Oceanography at the University of Washington, Julie Litzenberger is from Department of Mechanical Engineering, Biomedical Engineering Division, Stanford University. Stuart Ibsen is from the Department of Zoology, University of Hawaii, Wendy R. Krauser is from the NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett Field, California, Brandon DeKock is from the Department of Mechanical Engineering from the University of OK, Jessica Kinnevan is from the Department of Electrical Engineering, University of New Hampshire, Rebekah Shepard is a geologist for Davis, CA and Douglas Grantl works for the Department of Geological Sciences, Arizona State University. Humans to Mars: A feasibility and cost–benefit analysisstar, open, Living in Space: Scientific, Medical and Cultural Implications. A Selection of Papers presented at the 14th IAA Humans in Space Symposium Volume 56, Issues 9-12, May-June 2005, Pages 851-858)JT
4.2. What are the benefits?

The health of a nation's economy and its international competitiveness are in part a measure of the national investment in research and development in science and engineering. NASA has devoted its facilities, labor force, and expertise to generating innovative technologies that overcome the challenges of space and to sharing mission technologies with US industries [16]. These countless technologies have successfully contributed to the growth of the US economy. For example, satellite technology has created an $85 billion industry that improves our daily lives through a myriad of communication, navigation, and weather-forecasting services [17].

A human Mars mission would direct and focus the resources and infrastructure of NASA into the research and development of the high-technology industries listed in Table 1. The product of these investments in innovation would result in gains in the US market share, create new markets, use resources more productively, expand business, and create high-wage jobs (e.g. [10] and [18] J. Aaron, Beyond Earth's Boundaries, NASA Office of Exploration, Washington DC (1988).[18]). Such technologies also have the potential to improve the quality of life throughout the world.

Table 1

Technology development






Terrestrial applications
Pharmacological and mechanical prevention treatments.
Prevention, detection, and treatment of illnesses ranging from osteoporosis to cancer.

Closed loop life-support systems.





Conservation, recycling, waste management.

Alternative energy sources low energy-use technologies.
Renewable efficient energy sources; energy-conserving consumer products.

Automation and robotics.







Remote or automated robotics to reduce human risk in hazardous environments.

Extended life, low maintenance materials, hardware, and systems. Stronger, smaller, more reliable products for consumers.


Mars Good—Unemployment

Mars solves unemployment

David M Livingston, MD professor at the University of North Dakota Graduate School of Space Studies 2000, From Earth to Mars: A Cooperative Plan- Space Future
Despite the problems associated with putting humans on Mars, there are also benefits to be realized from such a mission. Both the public sector and the private sector have unique ways of benefiting from a manned voyage to Mars. Public-sector benefits include increased employment, the allocation of resources away from weapons to a space project, new technologies, scientific discoveries, and higher tax revenues. Some of the private-sector benefits include goodwill and a favorable public image as well as increased revenues and opportunities for corporate growth.

High-paying jobs and employment opportunities will result from a Mars project. For example, maintaining and flying the Space Shuttle involves five NASA
 centers and approximately 25,000 high-paying jobs. A manned Mars mission has equal or greater potential for similar employment opportunities within both the public and private sectors.

Another important benefit would be the probable allocation of resources away from military and weapons projects to the Mars project. Resources and talent will be dedicated to designing and developing the Mars mission.

New technologies and scientific discoveries, including medical discoveries will certainly result from the Mars mission. Many of these benefits will flow into the commercial sector worldwide. With the private sector involved in this mission, there will be a high incentive to incorporate these developments into new products as soon as possible.

There are also advantages that would accrue to a country on the leading edge of this type of technology and science. Not only do its businesses become the first to benefit from developments and discoveries, but as profits are realized tax revenues would increase. The possibility then exists for using these new tax revenues to produce social benefits.

The discoveries made and the knowledge learned from having humans on Mars would help us to understand, protect, and control our planet. We certainly gather valuable information from missions that utilize robots, but such missions cannot accomplish what properly trained humans can learn by going to Mars and exploring the planet firsthand.

That’s necessary to jumpstart the economy

Bloomberg, 10 (9/14, “U.S. Economy's Downturn `Escape Velocity' Growing, Pimco's Crescenzi Says.” Daniel Kruger and Kathleen Hays. http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-09-14/u-s-economy-s-downturn-escape-velocity-building-pimco-s-crescenzi-says.html)

The economy still needs increases in job growth before economic growth can reach a self-sustaining “virtuous cycle,” said Crescenzi, whose firm operates the world’s biggest bond fund. “It’s important that this degree of escape velocity has occurred, but you could say the ship is not far enough in orbit to believe it will stay in orbit.” The economy has added an average of 90,000 jobs each month since the start of the year after posting gains in payrolls in November for the first time since December 2007. ‘Still Undershooting’ “We’re still undershooting the job growth that’s necessary to maintain this escape velocity,” Crescenzi said.


Mars Good—Soil

Going to Mars solves soil destruction—development from Martian soils

astronomy.neatherd.org -10/12/2005 Industries Companies and Organisations that would benefit from the exploration of Mars http://astronomy.neatherd.org/missionmars/benefits.htm

As already mentioned it could be said that the exploration of Mars would benefit many industries through the things we can learn from its soils and geological make-up. Already the scientist mentioned, Raul Cuero, has been approached by two large commercial firms with regard to his research. The Baltimore based Omo Petroleum Company LLC has licensed Cuero’s invention that helps to clean oil, producing a more environmentally safe product. The second firm is not yet known since the deal has not been finalised. Still, the suggestion that we can learn enough from Martian soils to assist in the safer production of Earth based materials surely means the exploration of Mars would revolutionise many sectors of Earth's industrial production. These improvements in the removal of toxins from readily used Earth fuels have big promise for health, the environment and biotechnology. This surely suggests that the mission to Mars will receive much industrial interest if not only in the oil trade. It will give the planet a greater chance at creating more economical and naturalistic methods of fuelling our driven economies.

That’s key to prevent violent collapse of civilization. 

David R Montgomery, professor of geomorphology at the University of Washington, 2007, dirt: the erosion of civilizations, p. 2-7

Many ancient civilizations indirectly mined soil to fuel their growth as agricultural practices accelerated soil erosion well beyond the pace of soil production. Some figured out how to reinvest in their land and maintain their soil. All depended on an adequate supply of fertile dirt. Despite recognition of the importance of enhancing soil fertility, soil loss contributed to the demise of societies from the first agricultural civilizations to the ancient Greeks and Romans, and later helped spur the rise of European colonialism and the American push westward across North America. Such problems are not just ancient history That soil abuse remains a threat to modern society is clear from the plight of environmental refugees driven from the southern plains’ Dust Bowl in the 1930s, the African Sahel in the 1970s, and across the Amazon basin today. While the world’s population keeps growing, the amount of productive farmland began declining in the 1970s and the supply of cheap fossil fuels used to make synthetic fertilizers will run out later this century. Unless more immediate disasters do us in, how we address the twin problems of soil degradation and accelerated erosion will eventually determine the fate of modern civilization. In exploring the fundamental role of soil in human history, the key lesson is as simple as it is clear: modern society risks repeating mistakes that hastened the demise of past civilizations. Mortgaging our grandchildren’s future by consuming soil faster than it forms, we face the dilemma that, sometimes the slowest changes prove most difficult to stop.   For most of recorded history, soil occupied a central place in human cultures. Some of the earliest books were agricultural manuals that passed on knowledge of soils and farming methods. The first of Aristotle’s fundamental elements of earth, air, fire, and water, soil is the root of our existence, essential to life on earth. But we treat it as a cheap industrial commodity. Oil is what most of us think of as a strategic material. Yet soil is every bit as important in a longer time frame. Still, who ever thinks about dirt as a strategic resource? In our accelerated modern lives it is easy to get that fertile soil still provides the foundation for supporting large concentrations of people on our planet. Geography controls many of the causes of and the problems created by soil erosion. In some regions farming without regard for soil conservation rapidly leads to crippling soil loss. Other regions have quite a supply of fresh dirt to plow through. Few places produce soil fast enough to sustain industrial agriculture over human time scales, let alone over geologic time. Considered globally, we are slowly running out of dirt. Should we be shocked that we are skinning our planet? Perhaps, but the evidence is everywhere. We see it in brown streams bleeding off construction sites and in sediment-choked rivers downstream from clear-cut forests. We see it where farmers’ tractors detour around gullies, where mountain bikes jump deep ruts carved into dirt roads, and where new suburbs and strip malls pave fertile valleys. This problem is no secret. Soil is our most underappreciated, least valued, and yet essential natural resource. Personally, I’m more interested in asking what it would take to sustain a civilization than in cataloging how various misfortunes can bring down societies. But as a geologist, I know we can read the record previous societies left inscribed in their soils to help determine whether a sustainable society is even possible. Historians blame many culprits for the demise of once flourishing cultures: disease, deforestation, and climate change to name a few. While each of these factors played varying—and sometimes dominant—roles in different cases, historians and archaeologists rightly tend to dismiss single- bullet theories for the collapse of civilizations. Today’s explanations invoke the interplay among economic, environmental, and cultural forces specific to particular regions and points in history. But any society’s relationship to its land—how people treat the dirt beneath their feet—is fundamental, literally. Time and again, social and political conflicts undermined societies once there were more people to feed than the land could support. The history of dirt suggests that how people treat their soil can impose a life span on civilizations. Given that the state of the soil determines what can be grown for how long, preserving the basis for the wealth of future generations requires intergenerational land stewardship. So far, however, few human societies have produced cultures founded on sustaining the soil, even though most discovered ways to enhance soil fertility. Many exhausted their land at a rate commensurate with their level of technological sophistication. We now have the capacity to outpace them. But we also know how not to repeat their example. Despite substantial progress in soil conservation, the United States Department of Agriculture estimates that millions of tons of topsoil are eroded annually from farmers’ fields in the Mississippi River basin. Every second, North America’s largest river carries another dump truck’s load of topsoil to the Caribbean. Each year, America’s farms shed enough soil to fill a pickup truck for every family in the country. This is a phenomenal amount of dirt. But the United States is not the biggest waster of this critical resource. An estimated twenty-four billion tons of soil are lost annually around the world—several tons for each person on the planet. Despite such global losses, soil erodes slowly enough to go largely unnoticed in anyone’s lifetime. Even so, the human cost of soil exhaustion is readily apparent in the history of regions that long ago committed ecological suicide. Legacies of ancient soil degradation continue to consign whole regions to the crushing poverty that comes from wasted land. Consider how the televised images of the sandblasted terrain of modern Iraq just don’t square with our notion of the region as the cradle of civilization. Environmental refugees, driven from their homes by the need to find food or productive land on which to grow it, have made headlines for decades. Even when faced with the mute testimony of ruined land, people typically remain unconvinced of the urgent need to conserve dirt. Yet the thin veneer of behavior that defines culture, and even civilization itself, is at risk when people run low on food. For those of us in developed countries, a quick trip to the grocery store will allay fears of any immediate crisis. Two technological innovations— manipulation of crop genetics and maintenance of soil fertility by chemical fertilizers—made wheat, rice, maize, and barley the dominant plants on earth. These four once-rare plants now grow in giant single-species stands that cover more than half a billion hectares—twice the entire forested area of the United States, including Alaska. But how secure is the foundation of modern industrial agriculture? Farmers, politicians, and environmental historians have used the term soil exhaustion to describe a wide range of circumstances. Technically, the concept refers to the end state following progressive reduction of crop yields when cultivated land no longer supports an adequate harvest. What defines an adequate harvest could span a wide range of conditions, from the extreme where land can no longer support subsistence farming to where it is simply more profitable to clear new fields instead of working old ones. Consequently, soil exhaustion must he interpreted in the context of social factors, economics, and the availability of new land. Various social, cultural, and economic forces affect how members of a society treat the land, and how people live on the land, in turn, affects societies. Cultivating a field year after year without effective soil conservation is like running a factory at full tilt without investing in either maintenance or repairs. Good management can improve agricultural soils just as surely as had management can destroy them. Soil is an intergenerational resource, natural capital that can be used conservatively or squandered. With just a couple feet of soil standing between prosperity and desolation, civilizations that plow through their soil vanish. As a geomorphologist, I study how topography evolves and how landscapes change through geologic time. My training and experience have taught me to see how the interplay among climate, vegetation, geology; and topography influences soil composition and thickness, thereby establishing the productivity of the land. Understanding how human actions affect the soil is fundamental to sustaining agricultural systems, as well as how we influence our environment and the biological productivity of all terrestrial life. As I’ve traveled the world studying landscapes and how they evolve, I’ve come to appreciate the role that a healthy respect for dirt might play in shaping humanity’s future. Viewed broadly, civilizations come and go—they rise, thrive for a while, and fall. Some then eventually rise again. Of course, war, politics, deforestation, and climate change contributed to the societal collapses that punctuate human history. Yet why would so many unrelated civilizations like the Greeks, Romans, and Mayans all last about a thousand years? Clearly, the reasons behind the development and decline of any particular civilization are complex. While environmental degradation alone did nor trigger the outright collapse of these civilizations the history of their dirt set the stage upon which economics, climate extremes, and war influenced their fate. Rome didn’t so much collapse as it rumbled, wearing away as erosion sapped the productivity of its homeland. In a broad sense, the history of many civilizations follows a common story line. Initially, agriculture in fertile valley bottoms allowed populations to grow to the point where they came to rely on farming sloping land. Geologically rapid erosion of hillslope soils followed when vegetation clearing arid sustained tilling exposed bare soil to rainfall and runoff. During subsequent   centuries, nutrient depletion or soil loss from increasingly intensive farming stressed local populations as crop yields declined and new land was unavailable. Eventually, soil degradation translated into inadequate agricultural capacity to support a burgeoning population, predisposing whole civilizations to failure. That a similar script appears to apply to small, isolated island societies and extensive, transregional empires suggests a phenomenon of fundamental importance. Soil erosion that outpaced soil formation limited the longevity of civilizations that failed to safeguard the foundation of their prosperity—their soil. Modern society fosters the notion that technology will provide solutions to just about any problem. But no matter how fervently we believe in its power to improve our lives, technology simply cannot solve the problem of consuming a resource faster than we generate it: someday we will run out of it. The increasingly interconnected world economy and growing population make soil stewardship more important now than anytime in history. Whether economic, political, or military in nature, struggles over the most basic of resources will confront our descendants unless we more prudently manage our dirt. How much soil it takes to support a human society depends on the size of the population, the innate productivity of the soil, and the methods and technology employed to grow food. Despite the capacity of modern farms to feed enormous numbers of people, a certain amount of fertile dirt must still support each person. This blunt fact makes soil conservation central to the longevity of any civilization. The capacity of a landscape to support people involves both the physical characteristics of the environment—its soils, climate, and vegetation— and farming technology and methods. A society that approaches the limit of its particular coupled human-environmental system becomes vulnerable to perturbations such as invasions or climate change. Unfortunately, societies that approach their ecological limits are also very often under pressure to maximize immediate harvests to feed their populations, and thereby neglect soil conservation. Soils provide us with a geological rearview mirror that highlights the importance of good old dirt from ancient civilizations right on through to today’s digital society. This history makes it clear that sustaining an industrialized civilization will rely as much on soil conservation and stewardship as on technological innovation. Slowly remodeling the planet without a plan, people now move more dirt around Earth’s surface than any other biological or geologic process. common sense and hindsight can provide useful perspective on experience. Civilizations don’t disappear overnight. They don’t choose to fail. More often they falter and then decline as their soil disappears over generations. Although historians are prone to credit the end of civilizations o discrete events like climate changes, wars, or natural disasters, the effects of soil erosion on ancient societies were profound. Go look for yourself; the story is out there in the dirt. 


Mars Good—Technology

Mission to mars spurs a technological revolution

Choi 11 (Charles Q. Choi, Astrobiology Magazine Contributor 10 February 2011 “Red Planet for Sale? How Corporate Sponsors Could Send Humans to Mars” http://www.google.com/search?ie=UTF-8&oe=UTF-8&sourceid=navclient&gfns=1&q="The+plan%2C+which+the+researchers+detail+in+the+book%2C+"The+Human+Mission+to+Mars%3A+Colonizing+the+Red+Planet%2C"+published+last+December%2C+and+specifically+the+chapter+"Marketing+Mars%3A+Financing+the+Human")JT

The plan, which the researchers detail in the book, "The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet," published last December, and specifically the chapter "Marketing Mars: Financing the Human Mission to Mars and the Colonization of the Red Planet", by Rhawn Joseph suggests that such a project could add 500,000 U.S. jobs over 10 years, boosting the aerospace industry and manufacturing sector. Joseph also quotes Rudy Schild of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, who edited the book along with Levine. Schild said, "A mission to Mars would motivate millions of students to pursue careers in science and technology, thereby providing corporate America with a huge talent pool of tech-savvy young scientists." Schild continued, "Then there are the scientific and technological advances which would directly benefit the American people. Cell phones, GPS devices, and satellite TV owe their existence to the space programs of the 1960s. The technologies which might be invented in support of a human mission to Mars stagger the imagination." "There can be little doubt," Schild told Joseph, "that a human mission to Mars will launch a technological and scientific revolution, create incredible business opportunities for corporate America, the manufacturing sector, and the aerospace industry, and inspire boys and girls across the U.S. to become scientists and engineers."

Going to Mars stimulates advanced global innovation—solves every impact

Ramelotto 11 (Pabulo Henrique Rampelotto Department of Biology, Federal University of Santa Maria (UFSM), Brazil Why Send Humans to Mars? Looking Beyond Science. Journal of Cosmology, 2011, Vol 13, 4121-4130 January)JT

The engineering challenges necessary to accomplish the human exploration of Mars will stimulate the global industrial machine and the human mind to think innovatively and continue to operate on the edge of technological possibility. Numerous technological spin-offs will be generated during such a project, and it will require the reduction or elimination of boundaries to collaboration among the scientific community. Exploration will also foster the incredible ingenuity necessary to develop technologies required to accomplish something so vast in scope and complexity. The benefits from this endeavor are by nature unknown at this time, but evidence of the benefits from space ventures undertaken thus far point to drastic improvement to daily life and potential benefits to humanity as whole.

One example could come from the development of water recycling technologies designed to sustain a closed-loop life support system of several people for months or even years at a time (necessary if a human mission to Mars is attempted). This technology could then be applied to drought sufferers across the world or remote settlements that exist far from the safety net of mainstream society.


Mars Good—Key To Human Spirit

Mars represents the human spirit of adventure and exploration

Haque 11 (Shirin Haque, Ph.D. Astronomer, University of the West Indies January 2011 “The Beckoning Red Dot in the Sky” Journal of Cosmology, 2011, Vol 13, 4121-4130)JT

The human spirit of adventure and exploration of the unknown is likely encoded into our genetic makeup to ensure our survival as a species despite the risk and possible death to the soldiers of exploration at the frontier for the sake of the many that follow and the future. Going to Mars is nothing more than the next logical step in our advancement of discovery and exploration. It must be done. Until we can do it -- we remain restless caged spirits. Sometimes, like in the case of the lunar landings, there was the dynamics of political agendas. Had there not been political agendas, I believe with certainty that humans would have landed on the moon nonetheless. It was the logical step at the time. 

Going to Mars is an expression of what it means to be human

Giddings 11 (S. Giddings, Ph.D. “To Be Human is to Explore” Journal of Cosmology, 2011, Vol 13, 4121-4130 January)JT

When settlers left Europe for the New World, many knew that they would not return, and might perish in the undertaking. Yet, they were drawn by an urge to explore, and to find new lives.

Modern society is losing sight of this elemental challenge -- although some still find its calling in the more remote areas of our planet. Climbers on difficult routes in the high mountains commit to their ascents with full knowledge they may not return -- some do not -- for the sake of the human spirit of adventure and exploration, and to experience something bigger than themselves.

Space is the next frontier, and travel to Mars a small hop to a stepping stone in a grander quest. It would be an honor to represent humankind in its exploration, and those with an adventurous spirit will find this calling -- even with no vision of return. The first human visitors to its surface will watch in awe as they see Earth -- barely larger than a star -- rising from the martian horizon. With this distant view of home, they will begin discoveries on how to make a new life, both for themselves, and for our species.
Like with other settlers, their first challenge will be to find a way to survive and sustain life. They will begin to find resources both on the planet, and within themselves. For the first time in history, they will begin to learn whether and how humans can sustain themselves in an environment utterly different from the cradle of our species, Earth. They will begin a journey that may even be the key to humanity's survival.

These pioneers will confront entirely new challenges of physics, engineering, and mobility. With their fragile toehold, they will then begin to explore the richness of a profoundly different geography and geology, possibly even a biology. They will expand the human psyche to a visceral new understanding, by witnessing the cosmos and the smallness of our planet in views never imagined by our ancestors, and never seen by the human eye. They will give the human family a bold yet terribly humbling perspective on our role in a vast cosmos. 

Mars has scientific incentives- will answer questions of life

Jim Haldenwang, 2008 The Human Exploration of Mars, http://members.cox.net/jhaldenwang/mars.htm

One reason to explore Mars is scientific.  We can increase the store of human knowledge through the exploration of Mars.  Consider, for example, one very important scientific question:  How did life originate on Earth?  In order to shed more light on this question, scientists can ask a related question:  What is the probability of life originating in a particular planetary environment?  Exploring Mars will provide much data that may eventually allow scientists to reasonably estimate this probability.


AT: Robots Solve

Mars requires humans- robots can’t compete

Jim Haldenwang- 2008 The Human Exploration of Mars, http://members.cox.net/jhaldenwang/mars.htm

Granted that there are valid scientific reasons for exploring Mars, the next question is:  Why use humans?  Why not rely on robots, which are much cheaper and safer?  The answer is that robots have limits.  Consider, for example, the task of searching for Martian fossils that may be four billion years old.  The oldest fossils on Earth have been found by paleontologists in remote corners of the globe, after years of pain-staking effort.  Had this task been left up to robots, it is unlikely that these fossils would have been found.  Even the best of robots do not come close to matching the sophistication of human beings.  This sophistication has been essential for making the most profound discoveries here on Earth.



***Answers To Turns/Offcase Arguments***

A2: Budget Cuts Turn

The Committee Chair Supports Nasa 

Showstack 11

[Randy Showstack, American Geophysical Union,  “NASA Targeted for Flat Budget for Fiscal 2012”, http://www.agu.org/pubs/crossref/2011/2011EO130003.shtml 3/29/11, Caplan]

The Obama administration's proposed $18.72 billion budget for NASA for fiscal year (FY) 2012, which begins 1 October, would represent overall flat funding for the agency compared with the FY 2010 budget, the most recent full-year budget approved by Congress. However, continuing budget resolutions to fund the federal government through the end of the current fiscal year, 2011, add uncertainty to current and future NASA budgets. In addition, while some members of Congress have indicated their overall support for NASA, they are also looking for ways to trim the agency's FY 2012 budget as it wends its way through the legislative branch. “Those in Congress have to speak forcefully on the need for our country to continue to invest in science,” Rep. Chaka Fattah (D-Pa.), ranking member of the House of Representatives' Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies, said at a 3 March hearing, a few weeks after the budget proposal was released. “You have, from the chairman and myself and other members of the committee, lots of support for the work that NASA is doing now and work for the future.”

Presidential Veto Checks Defunding of Agencies

The Hill 11

[The Hill Political Blog,  “ Obama threatens to veto House Republican spending measure”, http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/144285-obama-waves-veto-threat-at-continuing-resolution, 2/15/11, Caplan]

The Obama administration on Tuesday threatened to veto the House GOP's measure funding the federal government. In a statement of administration policy, the Office of Management and Budget said cuts included in the Republican continuing resolution would hamstring the U.S. economy and compromise national security. "If the president is presented with a bill that undermines critical priorities or national security through funding levels or restrictions, contains earmarks or curtails the drivers of long-term economic growth and job creation while continuing to burden future generations with deficits, the president will veto the bill," the statement said. 

Presidential Leadership increases Nasa’s funding 

Whittington 11

[Mark Whittington,  author of Children of Apollo and The Last Moonwalker. He has written on space subjects for a variety of periodicals, including The Houston Chronicle, The Washington Post, USA Today, the LA Times, and The Weekly Standard , “ Obama NASA Funding Request Gets Hostile Reception from Congress” http://news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110216/sc_ac/7871984_obama_nasa_funding_request_gets_hostile_reception_from_congress_1   2/15/11, Caplan]

With NASA funding, as with everything else in the federal government, it is the president who proposes but the Congress that disposes. According to Space Politics, Congress is taking a dim view of President Obama's FY 2012 NASA budget request. There seem to be two aspects of the NASA budget request that is raising the ire of Congress. First, funding for the shuttle derived heavy lift launcher and the Orion space craft has remained flat while the commercial crew initiative has gotten a generous increase in funding for the next fiscal year. This reflects Obama administration priorities to get what it calls commercial space craft operational as soon as possible to begin services the International Space Station and thus relieve American dependence on the Russian Soyuz for ISS access. Unfortunately Congress is very keen to get the heavy lifter and the Orion operational as soon as possible as well, by the mandated date of 2016. While NASA claims that it cannot meet that deadline, even with more generous funding, Congress is insisting that the 2016 date is not a suggestion, but is mandated by law. Restricting funding for the heavy lift vehicle would seem not to be responsive to that mandate. While commercial space advocates have suggested that the heavy lift vehicle constitutes "pork" for Congressional space districts in Alabama, Texas, and Florida, that assertion is belied by the insistence that the launcher be operational by a date certain. A make work project would not have to have a hard finish date, since the purpose would just be to keep people employed and money flowing. Congress seems actually interested in getting some kind of beyond low Earth orbit space exploration going, something that does not seem to be a priority for either the Obama administration or the commercial space sector. The other problem seems to be, from the standpoint of Congressional Republicans, an overly generous allocation of funds for the Earth Science account at NASA, which the GOP has derided as "global warming research." Some members see that funding as a good source of money to shift to the space exploration account. It is virtually certain that the commercial crew and the Earth science accounts are going to receive less money than President Obama has suggested and the shuttle derived heavy lifter and the Orion will receive more. The bitterness and rancor over President Obama's cancellation of the Constellation space exploration program still exists in the Congress and will drive, to a certain extent, funding choices within the narrow amount of funding that will be available, thanks to the deficit crisis. Because of the lack of money that could fund a big increase in NASA funding and the lack of leadership coming from the White House, the American space program will likely remain stagnate at least until the deficit crisis is resolved and also until there is a new president who can look at NASA with fresh eyes and a new perspective. President Obama's space legacy will likely be remembered as one of wasted years and lost opportunities as a result. 

There Are Loopholes- Holdren is a really sketchy person

Mervis 11

[Jeffery Mervis, Staff Writer for Science Magazine, “ Holdren's Response to Ban on China Science Partnerships Draws GOP Ire” 4/5/11, http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2011/05/holdrens-response-to-ban-on-china.html, Caplan]

The Obama Administration has carved out a loophole in the recent congressional ban on scientific interactions with China that would permit most activities between the two countries to continue. But that interpretation doesn't sit well with Republicans in the House of Representatives who drafted the language, one of whom said today that ignoring the ban could imperil funding for NASA or other science agencies. The ban is part of the 2011 budget approved last month to avert a government shutdown. It was crafted by Representative Frank Wolf (R-VA), a fierce critic of China who chairs a House spending committee that oversees several science agencies. The ban says that no funds can be used by NASA or the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) "to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company." It also prevents any NASA facility from hosting "official Chinese visitors." Appearing today before that panel to defend the Administration's 2012 budget request for science, presidential advisor John Holdren told Wolf that, in effect, the ban doesn't apply to the president's ability to conduct foreign policy. That authority, Holdren explained, extends to a bilateral agreement on scientific cooperation that Holdren and China's science minister signed in January that builds upon a 1979 pact that has spawned activities between many U.S. agencies and their Chinese counterparts. Wolf asked Holdren for his interpretation of the budget language. "It is our intent to live within the terms of that prohibition insofar as doing so is consistent with my responsibilities to execute the president's constitutional authority," said Holdren. "I have been instructed after appropriate consultation ... that the prohibition should not be read as prohibiting interactions that are part of the president's constitutional authority to conduct negotiations. At the same time, there obviously are a variety of aspects of that prohibition that very much apply to OSTP, and we will be looking at that on a case-by-case basis." Wolf initially seemed satisfied with that answer. "Could you keep the committee informed, on a case-by-case basis, anytime you are doing anything at all with China when you think that it might in conflict with that language?" he asked Holdren after hearing that explanation. "We'd be happy to do that," Holdren replied. 


Link Turn - the plan creates the perception that Washington wants to coalesce rising powers into a equal partnership for global peace

Chris Janiec (Chris Janiec is an analyst in the Marine Research and Consulting Department at Poten & Partners, an oil tanker-broker based in New York. Janiec served in the Global Policy Innovations internship program from August 2007 through September 2008 and is also a graduate of the New York University Center for Global Affairs. He holds a B.A. in journalism with a minor in political science from Northeastern University and served an intern and correspondent for Boston Globe and the Patriot Ledger in Quincy, Massachusetts, while also contributing to several smaller publications. Janiec spent the summer of 2002 as the leader of a group of students traveling and teaching English in China and was an intern in the Brussels office of Human Rights Watch in early 2004. His research interests include energy and transportation policy, contemporary Chinese issues, and international law in space among others. June 11 2008 “Rising Powers in Space” http://www.policyinnovations.org/ideas/briefings/data/000059, JT)

Outer space, and the constellation of satellites that inhabits it, constitutes the ceiling of the current international order. Space policy decisions fall along a fault line of long- and short-term perspectives on how that order will play out. Even the perception of hegemonic space aims in Washington would give rising powers an issue around which they could coalesce to present a more equitable approach to wielding power, a model that would be attractive to the rest of the developing world. As rising powers envision how space will influence their international standing over the long term, it is important that the United States not allow its virtually unassailable space advantages to overshadow its stated commitment to a more collaborative future—in the heavens as well as on earth. 


AT: Plan Kills Hegemony

1. China co-op outweighs on magnitude – even if they win a risk of heg. loss, the plan strengthens it

2. And on probability -- major diplomatic downfalls are obsolete

3. No link — they misconstrue the effect of the plan: their cards talk about U.S. reliance on other countries in space -- the plan makes an offer to China: that doesn’t entail complete reliance on China

4. The U.S. still maintains primacy in the mission: they set the original terms 

5. The aff. accesses a better internal link to leadership collapse and solves back for the impact -- NASA credibility and Obama credibility check it: that’s Logsdon and Bolton

Link Turn - the plan creates the perception that Washington wants to coalesce rising powers into a equal partnership for global peace

Chris Janiec (Chris Janiec is an analyst in the Marine Research and Consulting Department at Poten & Partners, an oil tanker-broker based in New York. Janiec served in the Global Policy Innovations internship program from August 2007 through September 2008 and is also a graduate of the New York University Center for Global Affairs. He holds a B.A. in journalism with a minor in political science from Northeastern University and served an intern and correspondent for Boston Globe and the Patriot Ledger in Quincy, Massachusetts, while also contributing to several smaller publications. Janiec spent the summer of 2002 as the leader of a group of students traveling and teaching English in China and was an intern in the Brussels office of Human Rights Watch in early 2004. His research interests include energy and transportation policy, contemporary Chinese issues, and international law in space among others. June 11 2008 “Rising Powers in Space” http://www.policyinnovations.org/ideas/briefings/data/000059, JT)

Outer space, and the constellation of satellites that inhabits it, constitutes the ceiling of the current international order. Space policy decisions fall along a fault line of long- and short-term perspectives on how that order will play out. Even the perception of hegemonic space aims in Washington would give rising powers an issue around which they could coalesce to present a more equitable approach to wielding power, a model that would be attractive to the rest of the developing world. As rising powers envision how space will influence their international standing over the long term, it is important that the United States not allow its virtually unassailable space advantages to overshadow its stated commitment to a more collaborative future—in the heavens as well as on earth. 


2AC AT: Politics – Obama Good

Plan Has Support in Congress- Bills Prove

McDougall 10

[Paul McDougall,  M.A. in Journalism from New York University and Writer for Information World,  “NASA Budget Paves Way For Mars Mission”, http://www.informationweek.com/news/government/leadership/227501097,  9/30/10, Caplan]

The House of Representatives late Wednesday passed a $58 billion budget for NASA that funds research into new launch vehicles and space travel technologies that could one day propel humans to Mars. The House's vote came almost two months after the Senate passed a similar bill. The bill for the most part is consistent with a plan for NASA that President Obama set out earlier this year. Obama wants the space agency to turn launches over to private contractors, and focus less on lunar research in favor of studies into how humans can best reach the Red Planet. "Passage of this bill represents an important step forwards toward helping us achieve the key goals set by the President," said NASA administrator Charles Bolden, in a statement. "This important change in direction will not only help us chart a new path in space, but can help us retool for the industries and jobs of the future that will be vital for long term economic growth," said Bolton. The budget, which will provide NASA with $19 billion next year, also funds an additional shuttle mission. The shuttle program was originally set to end in 2011 with the launch of STS-134 on February 26. Obama outlined his vision for NASA earlier this year. The president said he believes NASA can mount a manned mission to Mars by the mid-2030s. In a controversial move, Obama also called for the space agency to turn launches over to private contractors. Critics say the plan could cost jobs in Florida, Texas, and other states that support the space program. Obama has also called for an end to the Constellation program, which would have seen humans return to the moon in the next decade 

The plan is popular despite the recession 

Montopoli 09

[Brian Montopoli, Writer for CBS News,  “Poll: Americans Say U.S. Should Go To Mars”, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-5173978-503544.html, 7/20/09, Caplan] 

A slim majority of Americans believe the United States should send astronauts to Mars despite the current economic crisis, a newly-released CBS News poll finds. Fifty-one percent of those surveyed back the journey to Mars. Forty-three percent opposed it. In 2004, 48 percent said the U.S. should send astronauts to Mars, while in 1999 that figure was 58 percent. As the country marks the 40th anniversary of the first moon landing, meanwhile, there is widespread agreement that landing men on the moon was worthwhile. Seventy-one percent said it was worth the time, effort and money that went into the endeavor, while 24 percent said it was not.  That's a dramatic shift from 30 years ago, when, amid a gasoline shortage and a struggling economy, just 47 percent said landing men on the moon was worthwhile. A slightly higher percentage – 49 percent – said it was not. Yet many Americans say the space program has fallen short of their expectations. Thirty-two percent say the space program has accomplished less than they expected, while 27 percent say it has exceeded their expectations. Thirty-six percent say the program has accomplished about what they expected. The U.S. has sent spacecraft such as rovers to Mars, but humans have yet to set foot there. Men (62 percent) are far more likely than women (42 percent) to favor sending astronauts to the planet. In addition, Americans under age 45, who were less likely to have watched the moon landing on television in 1969, favor exploring Mars. Older Americans are opposed to the idea. 

Kirk and Larsen support the increased cooperation over space with China.

Jeff Foust, editor and publisher of The Space Review, “US-China space cooperation: the Congressional view”, The Space Review, 7/17/06, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/661/1 

China’s space program, and its potential to be an adversary or ally to American space efforts, has been the subject in recent months of considerable debate, informed or otherwise. It’s the “otherwise” that has been the problem: much of the debate has been based on limited or inaccurate information about Chinese space efforts, onto which people apply their own perceptions—and misconceptions—about China in general. Such an approach can be a hazardous way to set policy. Stepping into this debate are two key members of the Congress, Reps. Mark Kirk and Rick Larsen. The two serve as co-chairs of the US-China Working Group in the House of Representatives and visited China earlier this year, including making a rare visit to the Jiuquan Satellite Launch Center, the remote spaceport from which China conducts its manned launches. At a forum last week organized by the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), Kirk and Larsen shared their assessments of both China’s space program and their colleagues’ attitudes towards it. “Relentlessly negative and highly misinformed” Kirk, a Republican from the northern suburbs of Chicago, said that US-China Working Group, comprised of about 50 members of the House, both Republicans and Democrats, was formed in June 2005 to raise awareness among their colleagues about China and how to work with the country. The group “doesn’t take a position on issues, but we try not to be dragon slayers in this and not be panda huggers, but instead to develop a more nuanced view towards China,” he explained. The formation of the US-China Working Group was linked to Congressional debate about the proposed acquisition of oil company Unocal by a Chinese state-owned company, CNOOC. That debate, Kirk said, was laced with inaccurate information about CNOOC and China, creating enough controversy that CNOOC was eventually forced to withdraw its bid. “It is perfectly acceptable to criticize China when you have a correct means,” Kirk said. “What we are against is uninformed criticism, which is largely what I regard as dominant on the House floor today.” That “uninformed criticism”, Kirk said, causes the House to stand apart from both the Senate and the White House. “I’ve characterized the White House view towards China as nuanced and complex. The Senate view towards China is at least multifaceted, with some ups and some downs. And the House view towards China is relentlessly negative and highly misinformed.” One way the working group is trying to improve overall perceptions about China in the House is through better understanding, and potentially cooperating with, China’s space program. However, this is an area that Kirk believes requires a lot of outreach to his colleagues. “My take on the House of Representatives floor right now,” Kirk said, “is if I said that China had a very active manned space program, that would still be news to a lot of my colleagues… I think this entire field is one in which the Congress is largely unaware.” Improving that “highly misinformed” view of their colleagues is a major challenge, Larsen, a Democrat from north of Seattle, admitted in comments after the CSIS forum. He said the working group has plans to work together with the Congressional Space Caucus to help meetings and discuss space policy issues. As for near-term successes, Larsen noted that people on the Hill are talking about the concept of common docking adaptor, a device that would allow the shuttle and/or CEV to dock with China’s Shenzhou spacecraft, an idea that was raised on Kirk and Larsen’s trip to China earlier this year. Cooperation and competition issues Kirk and Larsen singled out China’s manned space program as a major avenue for any potential competition. The concept of a common docking adaptor stems from a desire to provide an on-orbit search-and-rescue capability, so that one country’s vehicle could rescue the other country’s stranded crew in the event of an accident. “I think the manned space program has a potential all out of proportion to its size and cost for improving the diplomatic, political, and military atmosphere between the United States and China,” said Kirk. Larsen said that the working group was developing an agenda of issues for NASA administrator Mike Griffin to discuss with Chinese officials when he travels to the country in September. Such issues range from a common docking adaptor to scientific exploration and orbital debris tracking. Another “highly symbolic” but important thing Griffin could do, he added, would be to meet with Fei Junlong and Nie Haisheng, the two Chinese astronauts who flew on the Shenzhou 6 mission last year. Kirk even suggested that the US ask China to loan the Shenzhou 6 capsule to a US museum. The general theme of these proposals were their relatively small scale, rather than much larger initiatives like Chinese participation on the International Space Station or joint lunar exploration, an emphasis that Larsen said was deliberate. “There are a lot of folks who are looking for grabbing the thousand-dollar bill instead of trying to pick up nickels and dimes in the relationship with China,” he said. “If China sees our relationship as really long term, we may want to as well, and focus on picking up nickels and dimes along the way in order to build up to a place where we can grab that thousand-dollar bill, grab the big prize, whatever that prize is in terms of our relationship with China and theirs with us.” The discussion about cooperation brought up an interesting point, though. Larsen noted that while China may be interested in cooperating with the US, it is not waiting on us, noting the various cooperative efforts China has in place with other countries, ranging from Europe to Brazil. “I think it ought to force a discussion in the US among policymakers about what our approach to China and space will be since they are cooperating with others, they are not waiting for us to cooperate, and they have put people into space,” he said. What becomes less clear, though, is how China wants to cooperate with the US, and why. “What struck me the most is that there is a lot of talk about it would be in the US interest to cooperate with China, but that’s kind of where it ends,” Larsen said. “To have our potential competitor or potential partner say it’s in our interest doesn’t mean it’s in our interest, and we need to do a better job of defining our own interests.” Inevitably, when the issue of cooperation with China comes up, so does the concept of competition: that China might be racing the US back to the Moon, for example. Neither Kirk nor Larsen, though, saw much of a race between the two nations. Speaking about China’s manned spaceflight program, Kirk noted that “my sense is it’s slightly slowed despite the technical prowess and achievement and the PR attention put on the program. The tangible transparent financial commitments by the central government of China to the space program could be larger than they are and so I have got some sense that the momentum on the civilian side is not as big as it could be.” Or, as Larsen put it: “I don’t know that we’re in a space race with China. If this thing is a marathon, we have got 385 yards left and they are still at the starting line.” The two made it clear that while US perceptions of China need to change for cooperation between the two on space issues to grow, there also needs to be changes in how China runs its space program, particularly the role of the People’s Liberation Army. “We’re just not sure who runs it and who sets the policy,” Larsen said. “I think one of the things that would be necessary is a vast upgrade in the transparency of the Chinese civilian space program, its budget, its operation, its command, and its direction,” Kirk said. “Over the long haul, if China had an entirely civilian space agency that was completely run and administered and even guarded by a civilian agency, that would improve potential for cooperation an international context.” Inevitably, any China-US space cooperation will get tangled up in bigger issues between the two countries, like economic policy and human rights, something that the congressmen said shouldn’t be avoided. “The fact is when you talk to the United States you have to talk democracy and human rights; it’s just part of who we are. We’re going to talk jobs, and we’re going to talk about the economy. We’re going to talk about military issues,” said Larsen. “They may be uncomfortable to talk about, but we’re going to have to address these issues if we’re going to even get to a point where we can talk about moving forward.” This gets back to the question of what each country has to gain by cooperating with one another in space exploration, an issue that arguably has not yet been convincingly answered in either country. Larsen, looking at the big picture, notes that China is working hard on a number of fronts to become more technologically advanced. “The space program is part of that economic development goal,” he said. “US policy needs to understand that, address it, and find ways to engage China on any number of issues because that country is thinking more strategically in terms of goal of competitiveness than I think we are.” How space fits into that big picture—or even if it does—has yet to be determined.

Kirk and Larsen support the increased cooperation over space with China.

OCE The Future of U.S.-China Space Cooperation” 7/20/06 http://www.nasa.gov/offices/oce/appel/ask-academy/issues/ask-oce/AO_1-10_F_future.html 

Founders of the United States House of Representatives' China Working Group are in China for their first visit since the establishment of the group last June. Mark Kirk, a Republican from Illinois, and Rick Larsen, a Democrat from Washington State, said they will discuss with their Chinese hosts economic and other issues including possible co-operation on space programmes. Kirk said the US and China could investigate possible co-operation opportunities to enable their astronauts to help each other in emergencies. Kirk and Larsen and their entourage began their visit on Monday in Beijing, they will also visit Shanghai and the satellite-launching centre in Jiuquan in Northwest China's Gansu Province during their 10-day stay. They have met Wu Bangguo, chairman of the National People's Congress Standing Committee, Defence Minister Cao Gangchuan, and senior economic officials. Kirk said the tour would also be an educational opportunity for them. "I feel we (the US congressman) need to educate ourselves more about China," he said on Wednesday during a lunchtime speech organized by the American Chamber of Commerce in China. He said part of the feeling came from the reflection on the highly controversial case of Chinese offshore oil company CNOOC Ltd's bid to take over American company Unocal. CNOOC dropped the bid due to heavy opposition from many US legislators. However, a number of facts that many "emotional" opponents used were actually not true, said Kirk. He said the 35-member China Working Group of the House aims to build stronger political and economic relations with China. He said that Chicago, the largest city in his home State of Illinois, plans to hold a Year of China in 2010. Chicago plans to make a bid to host the 2016 Olympics, Kirk said. In addition, the city also wants to learn from Beijing's experiences from bidding and hosting the Olympics. 


AT: Anti-China Lobby Powerful

Anti-China lobby losing strength

James Clay Moltz – Associate Director and Research Professor at CNS, Monterey Inst of Int'l Studies, directs Newly Indepondent States Nonprolif Program (12/9/10, "China, the United States, and Prospects for Asian Space Cooperation," Ebsco, RG)

Despite recent evidence of Chinese cyber attacks on US military websites, the strength of the anti-China lobby is waning under the pressure of US industry, senior military officials, and reform-minded Democrats, who view current US efforts to isolate China in space as backfiring. Yet, while these forces carried more weight in Congressional debates before November 2010, the newly Republican-led House of Representatives may try to block possible Obama administration space-related reforms or initiatives.


 

2AC AT: Spending DA

China pays for a good portion of the plan – frees up funds

Yi Zhou  – Center for Space Science and Applied Research, Chinese Academy of Sciences, George Washington University (Yi, 7/14/2008, "Perspectives on Sino-US cooperation in civil space programs," Science Direct, RG)

Savings on the cost of US space projects to free up funds for more missions. Space science and space exploration activities are all extremely expensive, whether human or robotic. It is sometimes a waste of money and resources for different countries to explore the same unknown with the same scientific goals. Humans around the world should definitely share in pursuing these missions. In contrast, duplicated efforts will result in negative byproducts, such as more space debris and an increased perception of a space race. China’s space launch and satellite ability has advanced greatly. Its space budget is also very stable, although total funding is not very high. It is believed that China’s civil space budget will grow continually over the next 15 years. If the USA can supply some instruments to or engage in joint research with China, it will be able to save significantly on mission costs associated with instrument development and launch. The USA would thus have more money for other worthwhile projects which other countries do not have the ability to do at present. This would obviously help the USA maintain its ‘‘space leadership’’.

Mars could happen without budget trade off- advertising can cover costs

Alec Liu & Jeremy A. Kaplan- science and technology editor for fox specializing in science and technology, 2011 
Advertising Could Pay for a Mission to Mars, Scientist Says, FoxNews.com http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2011/01/17/advertising-pay-mission-mars-scientist-says/#ixzz1QWZ9Yxmj

“With clever marketing and advertising and the subsequent increase in public interest, between $30 billion to $90 billion can be raised through corporate sponsorships, and an additional $1 billion a year through individual sponsorships,” wrote Joseph, a scientist with the Brain Research Laboratory in California.

Just as Tang became associated in the public's eye with space travel in the 70s and 80s, Joseph suggests selling the naming rights to Mars landing craft, the Mars Colony, the spaceship itself and more. Television broadcasting rights alone would bring in $30 billion, and that doesn't include the sale of real estate and mineral rights on Mars.

Mars Mission is affordable- will cost less then 7% of what was thought 

Mars News.com. -11/7/09 History of Humans to Mars Plans, http://www.marsnews.com/missions/humans_to_mars/history.html

While NASA bureaucrats stuck to this ridiculously expensive mission plan, Dr. Robert Zubrin of Martin Marietta was designing a much cheaper Mars program. The key to Zubrin's plan was in-situ resource utilization - that is, the use of Martian air for propulsion. By elemental composition, Zubrin's choice of rocket fuel for the Mars-to-Earth journey (methane/oxygen) was 5% hydrogen, 15% carbon, and 80% oxygen. Since the Martian air contains both the elements carbon and oxygen, Zubrin reasoned, a spacecraft bringing one ton of hydrogen from Earth could produce 20 tons of methane/oxygen rocket propellant. In this way, the mass of the Mars spacecraft was dramatically reduced. Moreover, Zubrin chose a long stay time on Mars that allowed the spacecraft to return to Earth with less fuel. The net result: the total mass of material sent to Mars dropped impressively, from 600 tons to 87 tons. The cost would probably have been about $30 billion, instead of $450 billion.

At most, a mars mission costs $171 billion over 20 years

Oberg 04 [James Oberg, NBC News space analyst, “Bringing space costs back down to Earth”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/4031857/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/bringing-space-costs-back-down-earth/]

The cost of a permanent moon base in that 1989 plan, including the 55 percent "cushion," would have been $100 billion in constant 1991 dollars between 1991 and 2001. The Mars expedition would have cost an additional $158 billion between 1991 and 2016, based on the same stipulations. Thus, achieving a return to the moon to stay and a mission to Mars would have cost a total of $258 billion, of which 55 percent ($141 billion) was cushion and $117 billion was the expected actual cost.

Even that was a "gold-plated" plan. As with previous studies, Portee explained, this team "opted for a 'brute-force' approach to piloted Mars exploration, requiring such big-ticket items as heavy-lift rockets that dwarfed the old Saturn V, nuclear-thermal propulsion and a lunar outpost."

AT: India DA

China and India are driven by different strategic interests- No trade off

Jing 09

[Huang Jing, Visiting Professor, Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy, National University of Singapore, “Strategic interests drive US-China-India ties” http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/features/special-report/strategic-interests-drive-us-china-india-ties/articleshow/5357571.cms?curpg=2 12/20/09, Caplan]

President Obama's visit to China in November 15-18 and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh's visit to the United States in November 22-26 drew worldwide attention. Although the critics said that the visits were more symbolic in nature, few would question their far-reaching impact on reshaping the bilateral relationships between America and the two rising global powers: China and India. Given the geopolitical situation in the region and America's continuous predominance in regional security, an inevitable question, and indeed a shared concern, for Beijing and New Delhi is that how the two bilateral relationships will affect each other. In other words, will the development in the US-China relations help to promote, or undermine, the US-India relations as well as India's national interests, and vice versa? It is hard to imagine that the trilateral US-India-China relationship would evolve into the kind of "strategic triangle" we witnessed in the 1970s and 1980s between America, China, and the former Soviet Union. No doubt that similar geopolitical consideration still carries certain weight in the thinking of American, Indian and Chinese strategists. But the present US-China, US-India and India-China relationships are not, and will not be, defined by an irreconcilable, ideology-based confrontation that had existed between the United States and the former Soviet Union. Despite differences between their political systems, cultures, levels of economic development, and policymaking processes, the drivers of the three pairs of bilateral relationship are strategic interests rather than ideological faith, and the leaders in Washington, Beijing and New Delhi are realistic and pragmatic in their decision making. Moreover, the growing economic integration, and hence interdependence, has made the zero-sum game between the three countries self-defeating. A bilateral relationship - be it the US-China, US-India or India-China - against the third power would surely damages all parties. Still, there is a serious concern in New Delhi that the Obama Administration's overtures toward China could have a negative impact on US-India relations. The worry is not necessarily that a strong US-China relationship would be achieved at India's expense, but that Obama's China-first approach would somehow downgrade the importance of US-India relations and, therefore, undermine India's geopolitical position on the one hand, and weaken India's hand in the handling of the other important bilateral relationships, such as India-China and India-Pakistan relations, on the other hand. But the US-China and US-India relationships are based on different fundamentals. And these differences have decisive and far-reaching implications in the shaping and development of the bilateral relationships among the three powers. 


2AC Privatization CP

Political pressure key to get China to cooperate

Dr. Gregory Kulacki -- Senior Analyst & China Program Manager, (UCS, December 15, 2010 “Potential for Cooperation with China” “Is China genuinely interested in cooperation on space and space security?” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/cooperation-with-china-on-space-gkulacki.pdf, JT)

China’s space scientists and engineers are content with the status quo. Any impetus for change will need to come from outside the space sector. Unlike in the past, cooperation with the United States or other countries will only take place if it is imposed on China’s space sector by the political leadership because the political leadership saw doing so as a high priority.. Without this, China’s space programs are likely to continue on their current trajectory.

Private can’t solve a mission to mars—expense and time problems

Charles Choi -- Charles Q. Choi is a freelance writer and NY Times featured writer, (02/10/11, “Mars, Brought to You by Corporate Sponsors”, http://www.astrobio.net/exclusive/3762/mars-brought-to-you-by-corporate-sponsors, JT)

It could be argued that NASA and other government space agencies should spearhead a human mission to Mars instead of corporations because of cost and safety. Man has never stepped foot on Mars, and like the Apollo mission that sent men to the Moon, the mission to Mars would need teams of engineers and other scientists working together over many years, with cost concerns more about staying under a projected budget than earning big profits. Governments also pioneered space travel due to the risky and untested aspects of venturing into such territory. Only after pushing boundaries to make voyages into space safer, more routine and less expensive, could business go where they once feared to tread. "I think it likely most people would find it difficult to conceive there wouldn't be any government involvement in such a mission," said space-law expert Timothy Nelson at New York-based law firm Skadden. "The possession of a rocket alone would probably trip you up on the military regulations that govern the ownership of missile technology in the United States. Not to sound too cynical, but space rockets were built as a byproduct of the arms race." There is no ban on putting ads on the sides of spacecraft or for licensing TV broadcast rights on such missions in the existing law regarding outer space, Nelson said. "The question becomes, economically, whether you can generate enough license fee revenue to pay for what you're trying to do," he said.

Private companies can’t solve the aff—not involving the government is perceived as a hoax

Charles Choi -- Charles Q. Choi is a freelance writer and NY Times featured writer, (02/10/11, “Mars, Brought to You by Corporate Sponsors”, http://www.astrobio.net/exclusive/3762/mars-brought-to-you-by-corporate-sponsors, JT)

In addition, "how much can one get exclusive rights to cover something as newsworthy as a human Mars mission?" Nelson asked. "I could imagine other media outlets arguing they had the right to report on it as news. Also, I can't help but think that if only one company in the world had the right to broadcast the mission, that would lead some people to view the mission as a hoax and a conspiracy. There was a movie about that very idea, called 'Capricorn One.' To quell those kinds of doubts, you want to make such a mission as transparent as possible."

Cant solve mars—no laws on land and other rights

Charles Choi -- Charles Q. Choi is a freelance writer and NY Times featured writer, (02/10/11, “Mars, Brought to You by Corporate Sponsors”, http://www.astrobio.net/exclusive/3762/mars-brought-to-you-by-corporate-sponsors, JT)

As to land and other rights, "There's going to have to be an international organization deciding what you can or can't do on Mars," Levine said. "I don't think we can say we can divide up Mars and sell it." Indeed, there is no accepted international system for the licensing of mineral rights on the celestial bodies, including Mars. "There are web sites that tell you they can sell you a title deed to a celestial body, but unless there is an internationally recognized and sanctioned system for the utilization of resources in outer space, then you buy or sell those at your own risk," Nelson said. 

Only the government can move money sufficiently to solve the aff

John Hickman -- Ph. D. Associate Professor of Government. Department of Government and International Relations, (“The Political Economy of Very Large Space Projects” JOURNAL OF EVOLUTION AND TECHNOLOGY, Volume 4, November 1999 http://www.jetpress.org/volume4/space.pdf, JT)

What is to be Done The crucial difference between governments and private firms is not that governments are better at managing very large projects, but that they are better at financing very large projects. Sovereign national governments may print currency, sell or mortgage public assets, or levy taxes on property and persons within their territories. Governments may borrow from private lenders or other governments against future tax revenues or guarantee payment of loans made between private lenders and private borrowers against future tax revenues. Governments may issue bonds backed by nothing more than their promise to redeem at face value. Governments are not liquidated when they are bankrupt. Governments may offer a wide range of direct and indirect subsidies as incentives for private investment. In effect, governments exercise the kind of power over the movements of money that is tailor made for expensive development projects. Given the problems inherent in trying to finance very large space projects with entirely private borrowing or investment, it makes sense to look to government for direct and indirect assistance.

Permutation do both—solves best

Pabulo Ramelotto -- department of Biology, Federal University of Santa Maria (UFSM), Brazil Why Send Humans to Mars? Looking Beyond Science. Journal of Cosmology, 2011, Vol 13, 4121-4130 January, JT)

At the economical level, both the public and the private sector might be beneficiated with a manned mission to Mars, especially if they work in synergy. Recent studies indicate a large financial return to companies that have successfully commercialized NASA life sciences spin-off products. Thousands of spin-off products have resulted from the application of space-derived technology in fields as human resource development, environmental monitoring, natural resource management, public health, medicine and public safety, telecommunications, computers and information technology, industrial productivity and manufacturing technology and transportation. Besides, the space industry has already a significant contribution on the economy of some countries and with the advent of the human exploration of Mars, it will increase its impact on the economy of many nations. This will include positive impact on the economy of developing countries since it open new opportunities for investments.




***T Blocks***

2AC AT: ‘Offer’ = Extra-T

1. We meet – the plan is one cohesive action – the exploration just involves an offer

2. Space development includes R+D and activities to facilitate exploration

SDPA 2005 (Space Development Promotion Act of the Republic of Korea, Journal of Space Law, 33, 5-31, http://www.spacelaw.olemiss.edu/library/space/Korea/Laws/33jsl175.pdf)

Article 2 (Definitions) 

Definitions of terms used in this Act are as follows: 
(a) The term “space development” means one of the following: 
(i) Research and technology development activities related to design, production, launch, operation, etc. of space objects;   

(ii) Use and exploration of outer space and activities to facilitate them; 

(b)  The term “space development project” means a project to promote space development or a project to pursue  the development of education, technology, information,  industry, etc. related to space development; 

(c)  The term “space object” means an object designed and  manufactured for use in outer space, including a launch  vehicle, a satellite, a space ship and their components; 

(d)  The term “space accident” means an occurrence of  damage to life, body or property due to crash, collision or  explosion of a space object or other situation; 

(e)  The term “satellite information” means image, voice, sound or data acquired by using a satellite, or in formation made of their combination, including processed or applied information. 

We meet – the offer to China would facilitate exploration – our evidence indicates that cooperation would greatly speed up and increase our exploration to Mars

3. Space development includes international coop

Clara Moskowitz – Senior Staff Writer at Space.com (4/29/10, "Future Space Exploration Hinges on International Cooperation, Astronauts Say," http://www.space.com/8297-future-space-exploration-hinges-international-cooperation-astronauts.html, RG)

Only through further collaboration between nations can humanity reach its next major space goals, the spaceflying group — which included a former NASA astronaut, an American space tourist and the first Chinese man to fly into space — said at the 26th National Space Symposium in Colorado Springs, Colo., this month. "I think the development of space endeavors is not for one nation or one country," said Yang Liwei, China's first astronaut. "I myself as an astronaut, I believe that the multinational, the international cooperation is the future triumph of the development of space industry," he said through a translator.

4. Exploration includes international coop

Piero Messina – director of human spaceflight, Microgravity and Exploration (5/30/07, "Key meeting on long-term space exploration," http://www.esa.int/esaCP/SEMARH9RR1F_index_0.html, RG)

The very nature of space exploration with its long-term goals and political and technological challenges calls for a more structured international cooperation approach.

5. Solvency advocates check – there are only 5 countries that have space programs and only 3 international coop affs that have a lit base – checks limits explosion

6. Education – their interpretation excludes international cooperation and non-US perspectives which are especially important to this topic given the recent Obama NSS

7. Not us – even if extra T justifies random planks, that’s not the aff – our plan is extra-topical within reason – offering Chinese coop doesn’t claim crazy unpredictable advantages or internal links

8. It’s what we do, not what we justify – otherwise the neg would always win something random COULD happen

9. Extra-t inevitable –every mission involves some coop

Clara Moskowitz – Senior Staff Writer at Space.com (4/29/10, "Future Space Exploration Hinges on International Cooperation, Astronauts Say," http://www.space.com/8297-future-space-exploration-hinges-international-cooperation-astronauts.html, RG)

Former NASA astronaut Tom Henricks, a veteran of four space shuttle missions, agreed. He said that the future in space will require much more collaboration between countries than there's been in the past. "I don't think any major effort in space will again be done by a single nation," Henricks said. "They may each have individual sub goals, but it's a human endeavor to go to Mars, and I think that's the way it needs to be approached."

10. Good is good enough – any reason we’re abusive is solved by a plan that has a Mars mission directly involving our executive branch

11. Lit and clash check – they have a case neg and already prepared for this debate – checks any abuse

1AR 2 – W/M

We DO meet facilitating exploration via coop

G. Ryan Faith – independent technology consultant and Adjunct Fellow for Space Initiatives at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (4/26/10, "President Obama’s Vision for Space Exploration (part 2)," http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1616/1, RG)

It worth examining the broader psychology associated with political support for space exploration. We have seen, at least during the Cold War, that competition can generate stronger support for space programs than the programs would otherwise normally enjoy, primarily because the existence of a competing space program provides an external confirmation of the value and validity of one’s own national space exploration program. Without some sort of external validation of the value of a space program, it becomes easier for skeptics to regard space exploration as something on par with a national quest to have the world’s largest ball of twine: a rather expensive and quite pointless exercise in gaining dominance in a field in which there is neither demand nor interest. If one does not have the ability to generate intense competition to support a national space program, the natural counterpart to competition—cooperation—becomes the next best alternative. International cooperation can validate a national space exploration effort, because cooperation implies some measure of international respect and recognition of the importance of one’s own efforts. Even if this validation is not sufficient in and of itself, the risk of being seen as having abandoned one’s own allies in their space exploration efforts makes cancellation of joint programs less attractive.


2AC AT: T ‘Its’

1. We meet – the plan only fiats US action – China just has an option to join

2. We meet – nowhere does our plan say China gets control or jurisdiction over the mission – first plank of the plan means US controls the terms

3. Its means relating to as an agent

Merriam-Webster Dictionary ‘11 (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/its)

: of or relating to  it or itself especially as possessor, agent, or object of an action <going to its kennel> <a child proud of its first drawings> <its final enactment into law>

4. We meet – China’s involvement would be directly related to the United States’ Mars mission

5. No limits explosion – there are only 5 countries that have space programs and only 3 international coop affs that have a lit base

6. Overlimits – they disallow NASA, DoD, and coop affs because they all use contractors they are not in possession of – this kills all good aff ground

7. Education – their interpretation excludes international cooperation and non-US perspectives which are especially important to this topic given the recent Obama NSS

8. It’s inevitable –every mission involves some coop

Clara Moskowitz – Senior Staff Writer at Space.com (4/29/10, "Future Space Exploration Hinges on International Cooperation, Astronauts Say," http://www.space.com/8297-future-space-exploration-hinges-international-cooperation-astronauts.html, RG)

Former NASA astronaut Tom Henricks, a veteran of four space shuttle missions, agreed. He said that the future in space will require much more collaboration between countries than there's been in the past. "I don't think any major effort in space will again be done by a single nation," Henricks said. "They may each have individual sub goals, but it's a human endeavor to go to Mars, and I think that's the way it needs to be approached."

9. Good is good enough – any reason we’re abusive is solved by a plan that has a Mars mission directly involving our executive branch

10. Lit and clash check – they have a case neg and already prepared for this debate – checks any abuse


1AR T—Development—Ext (Private Companies)

We meet—contracting private companies is development 

Judge John D. Wessel -- distinguished Professor of Law, Loyola University, New Orleans, College of Law. (2010, The American Journal of Comparative Law 58 Am. J. Comp. L. 555, * Lexis Nexis, JT), [PPP means public-private partnership]

1. GAO Definition for Infrastructure and Contracting out of Government Service Functions The GAO broadly defined a PPP as a "contractual agreement formed between public and private sector partners, which allows more private sector participation than is traditional." 12 It went on to explain that "the agreements usually involve a government agency contracting with a private company to renovate, construct, operate, maintain, and/or manage a facility or system [that provides in whole or in part a public service]. While the public sector usually retains ownership in the facility or system, the private party will be given additional decision rights in determining how the project or task will be completed. The term public-private partnership defines an expansive set of relationships from relatively simple contracts (e.g., A+B contracting), to development agreements that can be very complicated and technical (e.g., design-build-finance-operate-maintain)." 13

Government development uses the private sector as its first stage—this is especially true now that constellation was canceled

Judge John D. Wessel -- distinguished Professor of Law, Loyola University, New Orleans, College of Law. (2010, The American Journal of Comparative Law 58 Am. J. Comp. L. 555, * Lexis Nexis, JT), [PPP means public-private partnership]

Thus up into the nineteenth century, private entrepreneurs assumed responsibility for the construction and the maintenance of private roads from which toll-based revenue was derived. The first turnpike built in 1792 was under private ownership and chartered by Pennsylvania. The nineteenth century saw substantial state subsidization of private enterprises laying down the backbones of American utilities. 56 As they were pressed to build canals, commercial docks, piers, post roads, railroads, telegraph, telephone, electrical and water supply systems necessary for economic growth, states developed incentives, whether to circumvent the reluctance of the private companies to assume the risks of free-enterprise or to supplement insufficient  [*568]  private funding. Under franchise contracts passed with private corporations, their financial aid came in six ways: cash payments, loan of credit, bond issuance, purchase of shares in the corporation, tax-exemption and in the case of railroads, land grants. 57 Public contribution was such that subsequent failures in those joint initiatives and resulting public indebtedness prompted the introduction of constitutional amendments to curtail unwise commitments of state funds to private entities. 58 Thus, the first phase of development embodies the idea of a public-private tandem in which government pursues its public policies largely by encouraging private enterprise to deploy its commercial capacities toward those same ends. In this sense, the nineteenth century foreshadowed the 1990s' use of PPPs. Public support for development in these periods is largely indirect in the sense that it tries to avoid public ownership and operation or provision of services by the government directly to the public.




***Random***

Chinese Sanctions Bad 

Sanctions on China are ineffective and only hurt the U.S- Globalization means U.S space tech is not key  

Dr. James Clay Moltz, Dr. Moltz worked previously as a staff member in the U.S. Senate and has served as a consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment. He held prior academic positions at Duke University and at the University of California, San Diego. Testimony for the hearing of the U.S.China Economic and Security Review Commission on: “The Implications of China’s Military and Civil Space Programs” “China’s Space Technology: International Dynamics and Implications for the United States”. Wednesday, May 11, 2011. http://www.uscc.gov/hearings/2011hearings/written_testimonies/11_05_11_wrt/11_05_11_moltz_testimony.pdf 

U.S. policy toward China’s space program is following respectable but unrealistic goals: to change Chinese human rights policy and military behavior through space sanctions. Sadly, this policy is not working. It is time to explore other options. The marketplace for space technology has become globalized. It is also now much less dependent on U.S. products. For this reason, our strategy aimed at isolating China in space has become ineffective. Other advanced countries recognize the value of the Chinese space market and can produce technologies that are attractive to China. The United States stands aside to its own disadvantage and to the detriment of our space competitiveness. Russians and Europeans have ITAR free products that provide nearly comparable space services. Overly restrictive export controls also harm U.S. political influence in the space field, as emerging countries form ties with China as a favored supplier. 
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