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Things to Know
Acronyms to know:

-ASAT – Anti-Satellite Weapon

-BMD – Ballistic Missile Defense

-FMCT – Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty

-PSI – Proliferation Security Initiative

-SOE – State Owned Entity (referring to Chinese companies owned by the government)

-PLA – People’s Liberation Army (China’s military)

-PLAN – People’s Liberation Army Navy
-PRC – People’s Republic of China

-ISS – International Space Station

-NASA – National Aeronautics and Space Administration

-USSR – Soviet Union
The affirmative’s plan (they have two possible ones, counterplan texts should change accordingly)
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.
The United States federal government 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.
US-China Space War Advantage:

The premise is basically that both China and the US are committed to sending up as many satellites/space assets as possible to try gaining dominance over space. The affirmative argues that’s bad – it causes both countries to mistrust each other, and when a satellite inevitably malfunctions or is hit (either by accident or intention), the high tensions between the two will cause more weapons to be launched in retaliation (leaders will assume that such a satellite malfunction is indicative of an oncoming nuclear attack)


***CHINA***


China Frontline
1. US doesn't need the plan – we're beating China now
Rick Boozer – member of Foothills Astronomical Society, pursuing a PhD in astrohpysics (5/19/2011, "United States Will Beat China in Newest Space Race," http://www.marssociety.org/home/press/news/unitedstateswillbeatchinainnewestspacerace, RG)
COMMENTARY | America is laying the groundwork for its greatest space endeavor since sending astronauts to the Moon. But that's not the story you will hear from a few senators and congressional representatives who are more concerned with bringing home pork than significantly advancing U.S. spaceflight prowess. Exaggerating China's future spaceflight plans is one of their favorite strategies. In fact Chinese space ambitions are modest. Their yet-to-be-started space station won't be complete until 2020 at the earliest. It will weigh only 60 tons compared to the International Space Station's 400 tons and less than half the defunct Russian MIR station's 130 tons. China's state news announced they are tentatively considering a gigantic super rocket. It prompted Rep. Frank Wolf of Virginia to say, "The announcement made clear that if the United States does not get serious about its own Exploration Program, the next flag planted on the moon may be a Chinese flag." Even before the announcement, Rep. Bill Posey of Florida made similar dire predictions about future Chinese space accomplishments. However, careful reading of the Chinese article reveals it is a preliminary feasibility study, NOT any actual plan to build the rocket. Furthermore, given that the rocket would carry a 130-ton payload, which is exactly the same payload weight as the super rocket demanded by certain U.S. Senators, the Chinese study is probably just a knee-jerk response to the Senators' efforts.

2. Cooperation fails on both sides– 
A. US – fears national security and military tech transfer

Reuters, Michael Martina, 4/29/11, “China astronaut calls for U.S. cooperation”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42822072/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/china-astronaut-calls-us-cooperation///jchen

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.

B. China - security tensions and lack of interest 

Reuters, Jim Wolf, “Space: A frontier too far for U.S.-China cooperation”, 1/3/11, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40897403/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/space-frontier-too-far-us-china-cooperation///jchen

WASHINGTON — The prospects for cooperation between the United States and China in space are fading even as proponents say working together in the heavens could help build bridges in often-testy relations on Earth. The idea of joint ventures in space, including spacewalks, explorations and symbolic "feelgood" projects, have been floated from time to time by leaders on both sides. Efforts have gone nowhere over the past decade, swamped by economic, diplomatic and security tensions, despite a 2009 attempt by President Barack Obama and his Chinese counterpart, Hu Jintao, to kick-start the bureaucracies. U.S. domestic politics make the issue unlikely to advance when Obama hosts Hu at the White House on Jan. 19. Washington is at odds with Beijing over its currency policies and huge trade surplus but needs China's help to deter North Korea and Iran's nuclear ambitions and advance global climate and trade talks, among other matters. Hu's state visit will highlight the importance of expanding cooperation on "bilateral, regional and global issues," the White House said. But space appears to be a frontier too far for now, partly due to U.S. fears of an inadvertent technology transfer. China may no longer be much interested in any event, reckoning it does not need U.S. expertise for its space program.


3. Technology Transfer turns the aff–
A. Increased cooperation results in proliferation to Iran and North Korea

Jeff Foust, Editor and publisher of the Space Review online journal, 11/30/09, “Caution about US-China space cooperation”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2009/11/30/caution-about-us-china-space-cooperation///jchen

When President Obama visited China earlier this month, the US and China issued a joint statement that included a passage about space cooperation, including “starting a dialogue on human space flight and space exploration”. Cooperation would be a good thing, right? Not necessarily, according to some.  In an Aviation Week op-ed last week, Eric Sterner warns cooperation could lead to more technology transfer, something that, in the 1990s, led to stiffened export control regulations that transferred commercial satellites and their components to the US Munitions List. Such transfer is worrisome, he argues, not only because it could aid Chinese military modernization but also because China is a “serial proliferator” who could then transfer such technologies to places like Iran and North Korea. “Until China’s intentions are clearer and its behavior has verifiably and persistently changed,” he concludes, “close cooperation entails risks that far exceed the potential benefits.”  In this week’s issue of The Space Review, Taylor Dinerman raises concerns about the appearance of cooperation between the US and China. If the US looks like it’s trying too hard to cooperate with China (or other countries, for that matter), it could give the appearance of weakness. He also notes that previous models for international cooperation, such as Apollo-Soyuz and ISS, don’t fit the current situation, in part because of the lack of knowledge about what is motivating China’s human spaceflight program. “If the US presents itself as too eager for partnership agreements or too weak to explore the solar system without assistance, then the world and the American people will only see softness.”

B. Nuclear war
Hayes & Hamel-Green, 10 – *Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, AND ** Executive Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development act Victoria University (1/5/10, Executive Dean at Victoria, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection. The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community.
4. Double bind – either tech is stolen or export restrictions prevent actual cooperation

Peter Selding, European correspondent for Space News, “Chinese Official Urges U.S.-Chinese Space Cooperation”, 4/15/11, http://www.china-defense-mashup.com/chinese-official-urges-us-chinese-space-cooperation.html/print///jchen

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 space flight, 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.
5. Space race doesn’t escalate – American militarization of space deters Chinese weapon development
James A. Lewis, Senior Fellow and Director, Technology and Public Policy Program, CSIS, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “CHINA’S MILITARY  MODERNIZATION AND ITS IMPACT  ON THE UNITED STATES AND ASIA  PACIFIC REGION”,  3/30/07, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/congress/ts070330lewis.pdf//jchen 

Anti-Satellite Weapons 

China’s January 2007 anti-satellite test has received much attention. The test should not have  been a surprise. The Chinese have been working on anti-satellite weapons for at least a  decade, despite their denials. The particular weapon used in the test – a kinetic intercept of a  low earth orbit satellite – is the least sophisticated mode of anti-satellite attack and something  that the Soviets and the U.S. developed, tested, and abandoned decades ago.  China is working on other anti-satellite weapons, and public reports speculate that these  include ground-based lasers and, perhaps, attack satellites. It also includes cyber attacks  against the ground facilities and networks that control U.S. space assets. Since it is clear to  most militaries that a good portion of the U.S. advantage in combat comes from satellite data,  potential opponents like China are searching for ways to interfere with these services from  space and the networks that support them.  As with many of China’s military modernization programs, a robust U.S. response can  undercut China’s efforts. In anti-satellite weapons, the U.S. can reinforce its advantage in  space by continuing to harden its satellites, by moving to a more flexible military space  architecture, by accelerating its Operationally Responsive Space programs, and b developing alternative technologies such as high-altitude UAVs and mini-satellites. These  alternative technologies could provide “space-like” services that would render attacks on  satellites useless. Since the U.S. is already pursuing many of these programs, and given the  robustness of its satellite fleet, if the Chinese were to use anti-satellite weapons in a clash,  they would gain no advantage. It is in the U.S. interest to ensure that this continues to be the  case.  Prior to the test, many nations, including China, castigated the U.S. for its plans for future  military activities in space. The U.S. ignored them, and this has proven to be the right  decision. Space arms control efforts would not help the U.S. retain its military advantage,  nor would they make a positive contribution to national security. A UN treaty banning  weapons in space would harm U.S. national security. We would observe it; others would not.  One reason China has been an advocate of a treaty is because it calculates that an agreement  would put the U.S. at a disadvantage.  A ban would be unverifiable, even if there were an inspection regime put in place. There are  many ways to attack satellites and the services they provide, and the kinetic weapon China  used is the most primitive and most detectable means of attack. No treaty could credibly  address all of them. It is difficult to negotiate seriously with a partner who has little  experience of arms control and whose credibility, after years of denying that it had antisatellite programs and asserting that its intentions in space are entirely peaceful, is badly  tattered. Space is an area of U.S. military advantage – asymmetric advantage in that no other  nation can match it. One way to counter China’s military modernization is to continue to  aggressively pursue the U.S. asymmetric military advantage in space.


6. No space war– limited satellite strikes don’t escalate – assumes miscalculation
Weston '9 – Major, attending Joint Military Attaché School en route to serve as the assistant air attaché to the Republic of the Philippines (Scott A, Spring 2009, "Examining Space Warfare: Scenarios, Risks, and US Policy Implications," Proquest, RG)

In the first scenario, the United States deploys to defend Taiwan against China's attempt to subdue the island forcibly. As in the RAND study, China would likely refrain from attacking US space assets to preserve its own space ISR capability, which it needs to monitor the US buildup. The United States would also delay full counterspace operations until fully deployed in order to prepare for retaliation with assets in place instead of in transit, where space disruption would cause much more confusion. With the United States almost fully deployed, China would do well to utilize any counterspace weapons it possesses before the United States targets them. Given its limited ASAT capability, China would likely target US military communication and reconnaissance satellites, avoiding permanent damage to dual-use commercial satellites to preserve its global reputation and protect its own third-party commercial space contracts. The Chinese would use kinetic attacks and any rapidly deployed ASAT lasers against low-altitude satellites, such as those performing reconnaissance, while likely attacking high-altitude communication satellites by jamming or feeding them malicious code. In addition to hitting space assets, China would probably deploy high-powered GPS and other signal jamming throughout the theater to degrade US bombing accuracy and complicate navigation.  US doctrine, which places priority on air and space superiority, suggests that the first US attack would target China's ground-based counterspace capability, using the full range of joint-attack forces and munitions. This first wave of ground attacks would also combine with counterspace offensive operations of a nondestructive nature, as highlighted in the Schriever war games, to temporarily blind Chinese ISR satellites and jam communication and signal- collection satellites. A few political caveats attach to this doctrine-directed target list, however. China's launch facilities are far inland, thus raising the possibility that it would consider strikes in these areas a significant escalation, just as the United States would consider Chinese attacks on US launch facilities at Cape Canaveral, Florida, and Vandenberg AFB, California, provocative. The United States would also have to avoid targeting ground-based missile-launch-detection capabilities, which China might interpret as preparation for a nuclear first strike.  As mentioned in the RAND war-game scenario, China would be far less affected than the United States by the loss of most space assets at this point because its air-breathing ISR assets could cover the immediate theater and short-range ground communications that do not rely upon satellites.37 Conversely, once US forces have deployed, they would rely heavily upon space assets. In a limited military engagement such as this, it is unlikely that the United States would attempt to facilitate ISR flights by establishing air superiority over all of China. US forces would thus remain highly reliant upon satellites for ISR over mainland China and for communication with the homeland and between deployed units.  The RAND study also pointed out that China would likely contract commercial thirdparty space assets to provide needed capabilities, complicating repercussions from US attacks. All told, counterspace operations would probably prove as discriminate as possible to prevent strategic escalation. Both sides would hesitate to utilize kinetic-kill ASATs against anything but very low-altitude satellites for fear of incurring international condemnation and increasing debris hazards for their own resources.38 In all likelihood, the United States would not use its kinetic ASAT capability, preferring to utilize its limited number of seabased Standard Missile 3s for ABM defense of forward-deployed forces. Thus, the number of satellites destroyed or permanently disabled would be very low.  As limited as this scenario appears, it bears out realistic actions taken under current policy and doctrine, given the resources available to each side. In this case, it is difficult to see how even one of our most capable space adversaries would have either the capability or the motivation to attempt a surprise attack on US space assets that would rise to the level of a space Pearl Harbor. It is also difficult to understand how the cost of deploying hundreds or even thousands of US weapon satellites to ensure space dominance would greatly affect the outcome of this scenario. Even a deployed spacebased missile-defense shield probably would not encourage the United States to intentionally escalate a limited regional conflict with another nuclear power to a full nuclear exchange if there were any risk of nuclear warheads reaching US soil.

7. No China-US war – new space policy eased tensions
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)

As Kevin Narizny points out in his study of grand strategy, political turnover in the executive office often leads to dramatic shifts in state behavior. In particular, changes in control of government from one party to another can lead states to redefine their strategic goals and the means of promoting them. 40 The profound and ongoing strategic adjustment by the Obama administration has indeed borne out this argument. The much-maligned grand strategy of primacy and unilateralism has given way to a new stance that emphasizes strategic restraint and multilateral diplomacy. Smart power, rather than military preponderance, is now seen by many as the best way to pursue U.S. interests in the world. The current strategic adjustment by the U.S. has significantly lowered China’s traditional concern about the threat posed by a hegemonic America. China’s foreign policy analysts have reached a consensus that the U.S. has suffered a significant relative decline and is in the process of strategic retreat. 41 As a result, the old hegemonic system is believed to have disintegrated. This new perception of the U.S. position in the world has also led the PLA to reassess the likelihood of war between the two countries. Some Chinese military strategists now believe that the relative decline of the U.S. has critically affected the ability and will of the American military to engage in major foreign wars. Lei Sihai, a strategist with a PLA background, claims that “the military capability of the U.S. has declined significantly and it is no longer capable of launching major wars.” 42 Major General Jin Yinan, a strategist at the PLA National Defense University, has suggested that the rise of China and the relative decline of the U.S. have made a war scenario between them very unlikely. 43 Thus, the strategic landscape between China and the U.S., as seen by Chinese experts from both civilian and military backgrounds, has shifted because of changes in American grand strategy and military strategy. This change in perception has relaxed Chinese concerns about national security. It marks a significant turnaround from China’s view of the American threat from the mid-1990s to the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003, when the American pursuit of hegemony was seen as the greatest threat in China’s strategic environment. After U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates announced major changes in the Pentagon’s 2010 budget, including cancelling the procurement of F-22 fighters and key missile defense programs, one PLA strategist characterized these adjustments as “a comprehensive rethinking about U.S. geopolitical strategies.” As the analysis emphasizes, “Gates’s and Obama’s thinking no longer shows aggressiveness. Instead, they seek a new security framework through accommodation. These significant adjustments in U.S. military strategies, especially the decisions to cut missile defense and stop procurement of F-22 fighters, which are directed mainly against China and Russia, should be welcomed. They are conducive for relaxing relations among great powers and reducing their strategic misunderstanding.” 44 Moreover, Chinese experts have taken keen notice of the new space policy of the Obama administration, which opposes deployment of weapons in space and is willing to explore international agreements on the issue. As observed by a recent PLA analysis, “Obama’s willingness to reach an international treaty banning space-based weapons and to establish a global cooperative mechanism will have positive impacts on the world’s efforts for space arms control and prevention of an arms race.” 45
8. Space militarization’s inevitable – key to support capabilities

1NC #1 – No Chinese Intent

China’s not seeking supremacy – prefers international cooperation
Calmes, Ben (Independent writer) October 2003 http://www.sinomania.com/CHINANEWS/space_for_us_all.html
But China is not actively seeking to achieve military superiority in space. Since 2000 China's space agencies have sought to become part of the International Space Station (ISS) but are kept out by the USA. One of the key participants in the ISS, the European Space Agency (ESA), extended "warmest congratulations to the People's Republic of China on this outstanding achievement" in a statement from ESA Director General Jean-Jacques Dordain. The European Space Agency (ESA) is developing a technology standard (GSM) that will be civilian controlled. China and the ESA are currently finalizing a five-year agreement for cooperation. The USA ban on Chinese participation in the ISS is overtly political. The reasons for the ban are a disparate and outdated list of complaints about China ranging from "human rights" and Tibet to industrial espionage. Much of the political will behind the ban is from one politician, Representative Dana Rohrabacher (R) of California, an anti-China hawk who co-founded the Taiwan Congressional Caucus which is heavily influenced by a pro-independence Taiwan lobby. The future of the ISS is currently in doubt. Long before the collapse of the American space shuttle program the ISS was far behind construction and billions over budget. The only method currently of supplying the space station with materials—and crew—is via Russia’s space program. That is a tenuous lifeline at best. A launch scheduled for next month was canceled due to lack of funds. Chinese spacecraft are compatible with ISS modules. This presents a real opportunity for Chinese participation for supply missions at a minimum. If the USA is seriously concerned about China’s ambitions in space instead of treating the Chinese as space invaders it should welcome them into the International Space Station and encourage China to realize the loftiest ideals of human space exploration. 

1NC #1 – Large US/China Gap
China lags far behind in R&D – status quo lead will remain
East West Center, Established by the U.S. Congress in 1960, the Center serves as a resource for information and analysis on critical issues of common concern, bringing people together to exchange views, build expertise, and develop policy options. The Center is an independent, public, nonprofit organization, 6/15/11, “CHINA NOT AN IMMEDIATE THREAT TO U.S. TECH LEADERSHIP, EXPERT TELLS REVIEW COMMISSION”//jchen

WASHINGTON, D.C. (June 15, 2011) -- Contrary to common misperceptions, China’s innovation policies do not pose a threat to U.S. leadership in science and technology, East-West Center economist Dieter Ernst said today in testimony before the congressionally mandated U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission. “The U.S. retains a strong lead in overall innovative capacity, and China still has a long way to go to close the innovation gap,” Ernst said.  Instead, he said, China’s progress in innovation should be seen as a wake-up call for America: “Rather than fearing China and blaming it for our problems, we need to focus constructively on how this relationship can be improved.”  Read the full text of Ernst’s testimony here.  Download a pdf of Ernst’s presentation slides.  Ernst urged the U.S. government and private sector to work together in implementing proactive trade diplomacy that takes into account the diverse forces and the conflicting agendas that drive China’s own innovation policy, and in developing a national strategy to upgrade America’s innovation system in order to cope with the competitive challenges posed by China. “Trade diplomacy and national innovation strategy are interrelated, and hence we need to pursue them simultaneously,” he testified. “Corrective action needs to start now, but there is still time to adjust policies and corporate strategies to the new challenges of an increasingly multi-polar global knowledge economy.”  Ernst was among a handful of experts invited to testify at today’s hearing before the commission, which was created by Congress in 2000 to monitor the national security implications of the bilateral trade and economic relationship between the United States and China, and to provide recommendations for legislative and administrative action where appropriate. The topic of the hearing was “China’s Five Year Plan, Indigenous Innovation and Technology Transfers, and Outsourcing.”  China’s innovation policy has produced massive investments in research & development infrastructure and higher education, Ernst said. Since 2000, China has increased R&D spending roughly 10 percent each year, with the result that China’s share in global R&D spending has increased from 9.1 percent in 2008 to 12.3 percent in 2010, while the U.S. share has declined from 35.4 percent to 34.4 percent. China’s share is projected to grow even further in 2011, Ernst said, overtaking Japan as the world’s second largest R&D investor.  Since 1998, the number of colleges in China has doubled, and the number of students has more than quintupled to around 6 million, he said. More importantly, China's domestic doctorate awards in science and engineering have increased more than tenfold since the early 1990s, nearing the number of such doctorates awarded in the United States.  China’s patent boom is of particular interest, Ernst said. In terms of total patenting activity, China has overtaken Korea and Europe, and it is catching up with the U.S. and Japan. And in 2009, he said, Chinese nationals accounted for nearly 90 percent of the country’s domestic patent applications, indicating that the government’s ‘indigenous innovation” policies have been successful, at least in quantitative terms.  Even so, Ernst said, the gap in innovation capacity persists, and China’s leadership is very conscious that the U.S. retains a strong lead in R&D spending, patent applications and the per-capita number of scientists and engineers. A telling example, he said, is that no Chinese company is among the top 20 global R&D spenders in the information technology industry. In addition, China owns just two percent of worldwide patents, with 95 percent of its patents being domestic only.  Ernst said that root causes of China’s continuing innovation gap include severe quality problems in education, scientific plagiarism and barriers to private R&D investment. A major weakness of China’s policy, he said, is its elaborate product and technology lists – constructed to assess compliance with government standardization requirements ­– which can quickly become outdated  Even more significant for China’s indigenous innovation push, he added, is that such control lists focus on existing technologies, rather than on the future innovations they are designed to promote.


No threat to American space supremacy – lack of funds prove

Foust, Jeff  (political analyst) April 2006 http://www.thespacereview.com/article/599/1
After Luo’s talk, it was clear that China’s space program does not pose the threat to American space supremacy voiced several days earlier by some congressmen. Not only does China not have any stated plans to land humans on the Moon in 2017 (or at any time in the foreseeable future), China’s plans for the next five to ten years appear focused on trying to bring its space capabilities up to the level that the existing major space powers, including the US, have today. That does not mean that the US should become complacent regarding the Chinese, but it also means that there is no reason to fear them as well. Some might argue that there’s no reason to take Luo at his word, and that China may yet be developing in secret advanced space capabilities, including manned lunar exploration. True, it is wise to be skeptical about pronouncements of government officials, regardless of country. However, such capabilities, which may require the development of even-larger launch vehicles and a new spaceport, cannot be developed in secret forever. (See “Red Moon. Dark Moon.”, The Space Review, October 11, 2005.) Moreover, working on such projects in secret could negate what is one of the major purposes of the Chinese space program: international prestige. Some insight into that came during the question and answer session after Luo’s CSIS talk, when someone asked why China was pursuing both manned spaceflight and lunar exploration programs when he previously said the focus of Chinese space efforts was on practical applications. Luo argued that both programs fall into the space science and technology development aspects of China’s overall program. Moreover, in arguments not entirely unfamiliar to space advocates in the US, he said that the manned program also permitted research in biological and agricultural projects. However, one can argue that the biggest benefits of both the Shenzhou and Chang’e programs are prestige: China is only the third country to launch humans into orbit, and sending a series of probes to the Moon would put it into a similarly elite group of nations. By putting itself generally in the same tier of space powers as the US, it not only helps establish its credentials as a world power, it also elevates itself above the other major countries in East and South Asia, including spacefaring nations like Japan and India. Of course, one way for China to use space to make its mark as a world power is to race the US back to the Moon, as some in the US think China is doing. However, that would require a significant amount of money, which the Chinese program appears to be lacking. Asked about the size of the Chinese space budget, Luo said that Chinese budgets were “very complicated” but estimated annual expenditures at about $500 million. That’s not only a small fraction of NASA’s $16.5-billion budget, it’s also smaller than what Russia—which, like China, benefits from low-cost labor—spends on its space program today. It may explain why some of the high-profile, but expensive, aspects of China’s space program, like Shenzhou, have proceeded at a relatively slow pace. Given that modest budget, it’s no wonder that Luo emphasized cooperation, not competition, with the US in his talk. He noted that China is actively working with a number of other countries on various space ventures, and gently chided the US for not being nearly as open to cooperation with China as it was back in the 1980s. “I think one country, if it is open, it will have progress and prosperity, and if it is closed, then it is going to be left behind,” he said 

1NC #2 – Cooperation Fails – Too Broad
Large-scale attempts at cooperation fail – must start from foundation

Dean Cheng, Research Fellow in Chinese Political and Security Affairs in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, 10/30/09, Heritage Foundation, “U.S.–China Space Cooperation: More Costs Than Benefits”//jchen
By contrast, reaching out to the Chinese from a position of strength and independence in the cause of a broader diplomacy and development of space is appropriate. But even then, such engagement must be strongly conditioned to demand transparency, limit expectations, and involve America’s allies and partners. Recommendations: •
Demand transparency. Transparency requires an equal commitment from both the American and the Chinese sides. It is essential to first determine what the U.S. hopes to obtain from the Chinese before entering into negotiations. (The Chinese side will most assuredly know what they want to gain from the U.S.) Once these goals are decided upon, it is important to push the Chinese for transparency, especially in regard to details about the space program’s decision-makers. Who are the Chinese negotiators, and for what part of the Chinese bureaucracy will they be speaking? Will they be in a position to not only negotiate but enforce whatever provisions are reached? • Limit expectations. Given the absence of previ- ous space cooperation and with only limited examples of government-to-government cooper- ation in general, any effort at Sino–American space cooperation should start small. At this stage, thoughts of a joint manned mission are premature. Instead, the focus of any U.S.–China interaction should be on implementing concrete steps that would allow for expanding future space cooperation. Therefore, the U.S. should establish a common set of standards for instru- ments and data so that the two sides can at least have compatible information collection in their respective space systems.

Plan specifically fails – emphasizes large scale attempts over long-term efforts at cooperation

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

1NC #2 – Cooperation Fails – General

Cooperation is impossible—too many mutual distrusts

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)

China provides the most dramatic example of how space can complicate relations with rising powers. Over the past decade, even while their economic interdependence solidified as a pillar of international order, China and the United States used the threat they pose to each other to justify military space policies that culminated in a volley of Cold War–style anti-satellite weapons tests between January 2007 and February 2008. Each side claimed that testing of their respective weapons was for research and safety purposes, but China's 2007 test makes it clear that the United States cannot dictate rules for space. China's participation in the European effort to create an alternative to the U.S. military–controlled Global Positioning System inspired intense lobbying from Washington, and although China's stake in the project has been significantly decreased, the issue is still sensitive. China's space program has also bolstered its attempts to present an alternative to American power. The United States opposes Chinese participation in the International Space Station, and has resisted arms control agreements such as the one offered by Russia and China in February, claiming that insurmountable difficulties in verification would make it irrelevant
Cooperation with China is impossible—too many risks and China won’t agree

Peter J. Brown -- is a satellite journalist from Maine USA, 7-16-10, “Asia takes stock of new US space policy” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LG16Df02.html, JT)

There is always concern about China obtaining design and systems engineering ideas that would benefit its space station program. This should come as no surprise given that China once built a launch site at the same latitude as NASA's Kennedy Space Center in Florida. However, ideology and not the threat of industrial espionage in space is the key driver here. "In terms of space cooperation, Japan has not been open to China. This new US space policy will not open the door to China that much, too," said Associate Professor Suzuki Kazuto of Hokkaido University's Public Policy School. "It is due to China's lack of transparency rather than the attitudes of the US or Japan." Cooperation with China in space is simply too unpredictable an undertaking, and carries with it elements of risk that Japan and the US are not prepared to accept. "It is very difficult to foresee what would happen if China wanted to be on board, and it would be too risky to involve China in any high-profile programs," said Suzuki. "In space, there is always a possibility for cooperation, particularly when it comes to scientific missions, but when it comes to something more applications-oriented or to a strategically important program, it would be difficult to cooperate with China, because there would be too much at stake." Chinese attitudes are hardening as well, and, "they are confident enough to go forward on their own, and they would not be happy if the international cooperation somehow undermines Chinese jobs or efforts by China to increase its overall level of technical competence," said Suzuki. Among other things, time is simply running out for China anyway as far as any possible participation aboard the ISS is concerned, as the space station is due to close in 2020. The rise of the US commercial space sector and its planned ISS logistical missions, along with the rules surrounding ISS occupancy and the ISS partnership, pose problems as well for China. 


They will never cooperate—laundry list—star this card*

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)

The Obama administration seems interested in engaging China on these issues and appears to be making a good-faith effort. Officials point to the language on space in the Joint Statement issued after President Obama’s visit to China in November 2009; NASA Administrator Bolden’s visit to China in November 2010; and ongoing attempts to initiate a dialog on strategic stability, which presumably would include space. Unfortunately, administration officials attempting to engage China on space are frustrated with China’s apparent lack of enthusiasm. Despite the language in the November 2009 Joint Statement, China does not seem to be willing to meet the United States halfway, and is not pressing to make space an important issue in bilateral relations. More troubling, China is pursuing, in a sustained and systematic fashion, the development, testing, and deployment of counter-space capabilities. Obama administration officials don’t seem to know which part of the Chinese bureaucracy they should attempt to engage on space cooperation and space security. One of the questions frequently raised by the administration is. “Who should we talk to?” Another is “What does China want?” Neither of those questions is easy to answer, even for the Chinese themselves. One thing Obama administration officials can do, however, is to try to understand the questions of international cooperation in space and space security from China’s point of view. History Matters To appreciate China’s current perspective, U.S. officials responsible for engaging China on space-related questions need to look at China’s interest in cooperation on space and space security in historical context. China’s current space programs, infrastructure, bureaucracy, and funding mechanisms, as well as its beliefs about space—something the U.S. State Department derisively refers to as “theology”—are products of an early Chinese analysis of U.S. President Ronald Reagan’s March 1983 address launching the Strategic Defense Initiative. The speech was a “Sputnik moment”—a formative moment—for China’s space community. At that time, at the insistence of a small group of scientists and engineers leading China’s defense science community, China’s political leaders made a long-term strategic commitment to ensure a seat at the table—or “a place for a mat” (一席之地) as the Chinese saying goes—for China in space. China’s political leadership committed a large sum of what were, in the mid-1980s, very limited domestic economic and technical resources to building the human and technical infrastructure it needed to realize this ambition. Recently published histories of China’s space program all suggests the Chinese leadership made this commitment because it believed what its scientists and engineers told them—that President Reagan’s speech would launch a “new Apollo program,” a massive investment in new technology focused on space that would have important scientific and economic spinoffs. China’s defense science community was very concerned about the implications of a new U.S. scientific and technological push ahead, and saw a real danger the China could be left far behind if it failed to respond. In the letter they wrote to Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping urging him to make a comparable strategic investment in space technology, China’s defense scientists argued that China was in danger of becoming a second-rate world power. Chinese commentators often compare the Shenzhou program—China’s human space flight program—to China’s nuclear weapons program. Western observers tend to hear this as reflecting the military utility of space technology. But this comparison instead reflects a long-running internal Chinese discussion about national status, international respect, and technological prowess—not military force. Besides focusing on space technology generally, China’s decision to invest in space technology in the 1980s did include investments in military space programs, most notably the hit-to-kill technology demonstrated in China’s 2007 anti-satellite (ASAT) test and 2010 missile interception. China had been observing U.S. and Soviet missile defense and ASAT tests as early as the late 1960s, so it is not surprising that it began a similar development program. That program reached the point of testing the technology only in the last couple years. At the same time, given its concern about the direction U.S. and Soviet space technology might be headed, China also launched a diplomatic initiative for a treaty to prevent an arms race in outer space. China’s Ambassador to the United Nations Conference on Disarmament (UNCD) in Geneva presented a very radical and comprehensive set of restrictions on the military use of space in a 1985 statement at the UNCD. This included restrictions on using satellites to transmit images and communications for military purposes. It is important for Americans to remember that at the time China decided to make these substantial investments in space, the U.S. and China were allies in the Cold War struggle against the Soviet Union. The United States was sharing military information and technology with China, trade and economic relationships were developing rapidly, and Deng Xiaoping was named Time Magazine’s “Person of the Year” two times during the Reagan’s tenure in office. In sum, China has been pursuing space capabilities, including military space and counter space technology—as well an international agreement to restrict it—for nearly a quarter century. This dual pursuit of military space technologies and international measures to restrict them seems to perplex administration officials attempting to engage China on space. They often note the contradiction and routinely suggest these seemingly contradictory Chinese policies suggest duplicity. But there is another possible interpretation of why China might be pursuing military space technology at the same time it is pushing for an international agreement to restrict it. At the time of Reagan’s speech, China’s defense science community understood the general technological trends and alerted the Chinese leadership of the need to keep pace. China’s leaders responded to that warning with a strategic investment in space technology, but also made an effort to deal with the threat of falling behind by making the case for an international agreement to restrict military applications of this technology. The two initiatives work together to help China close the gap in technological development while reducing Chinese exposure to its military implications. China’s initial investment in space faced two considerable obstacles: limited access to space technology and an even more limited supply of qualified scientists and engineers. The ten lost years of the Cultural Revolution (1966-1976) devastated the Chinese intelligentsia and Chinese higher education, as well as the Chinese economy. Many in China argued that a huge investment in space was a mistake, and that China should focus on more basic technologies before committing limited resources to an ambitious high-tech development program. One of the critical steps the Chinese leadership took to overcome its resource limitations was to import and utilize foreign space technology and expertise. This step was always conceived as a stopgap measure and not a permanent feature of China’s space program. This is important to understand when looking at China’s space program today. Salient Features of China’s Current Space Program While keeping the historical context in mind, especially when engaging the Chinese on potential cooperation, administration officials should remember that China’s space program continues to change and develop. While general Chinese concerns about space may not have changed, its capabilities have changed a great deal. The Chinese space program the administration seeks to engage today is much larger and more complex than the program the United States engaged in the 1980s and 1990s. There are several salient features to keep in mind about China’s space activities today: • Rapid growth in numbers of people, enterprises, organizations and projects, which has led to almost constant bureaucratic reorganization. • A reduced need for foreign technology and expertise due to the development of Chinese capabilities, which makes cooperation with the United States in space less of a priority. • Feelings of resentment in China’s space community and negative attitudes toward cooperation with the United States due to U.S. policies restricting cooperation, such as exclusion of China from the International Space Station; export controls that have severely restricted China’s ability to participate in the international launch services market; and highly restrictive visa policies for Chinese space professionals. • A recognition that—despite its need to continue working to keep pace in space—China has less concern that it is falling behind, or that its national survival or international status is in danger. Implications on Prospects for Cooperation The growth in the size and capability of China’s space sector has virtually eliminated its previous incentives for cooperation in space. China no longer needs to import foreign technology and expertise. Moreover, many of the scientists and engineers in China’s space sector believe they make more rapid progress by pursuing a policy of self-reliance. As a result, a significant faction within the Chinese space community either actively opposes increased international cooperation or is disinclined to support it. Increased proficiency in the field of space technology has reduced the Chinese political leadership’s anxieties about national status and international competitiveness in space. Continued international isolation is an embarrassment to the Chinese leadership, and something they would like to change, but so long as the success of its own program continues to attract international attention, continued isolation does not carry any meaningful costs. The international status Chinese leaders seek through space activity can be obtained without cooperation with the United States.

No benefits to go to space with China

SP citing Kulacki 2010, Space Politics is a website that gives news about new policies dealing with space, Gregory, He is a senior analyst and China project manager in the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS), “Why can’t the US and China cooperate in space?” Space Politics, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2010/12/16/why-cant-the-us-and-china-cooperate-in-space/
The growth of Chinese space capabilities during time, Kulacki said, means that cooperation with the US is simply not a high priority now. “As far as the technical community, there’s no real incentives. They don’t need anything” from the US, he said. He added that Chinese space professionals aren’t interested in cooperation with the US because it’s “nothing but problems”, interfering with their current efforts. Any push for cooperation would have to come from the political side, but space is not a high priority there, he noted. “We need to get past the idea that the Chinese need us more than we need them,” Kulacki said. “We have to find something of value to bring to China if China is going to be enthusiastic about our efforts to engage them on this.” That’s a challenge, he said, since the administration in the US right now is more interested in taking small steps that are of little interest to the Chinese. “The United States doesn’t want to bring anything major to the table, but the Chinese need something major on the table in order for cooperation to get started.” What could that “major” thing be? He suggested some kind of unspecified civil space project: “Somewhere to go together, something to do together, something to build; an actual, important project.”


1NC #2 – Cooperation Fails – US
Space cooperation impossible – fears of dual use technology make relations zero-sum

Leonard David, Senior Space Writer, 4/20/06, “U.S.-China Space Ties Weighed”, http://www.space.com/2318-china-space-ties-weighed.html//jchen
Security dilemma  U.S.-China space relations are a classic security dilemma, where two states are drawn toward conflict though neither really wants that, Johnson-Freese explained. The reasons are fairly straightforward and strongly influenced by the technology involved, Johnson-Freese suggested.  "Specifically, there is no distinction between space technology for civil or military use, since 95 percent of space technology is dual-use, and further--and really problematic--there is often little or no distinction between military technology that is offensive or defensive in nature," Johnson-Freese explained. "So, fear of being exploited drives countries to view actions of others in zero-sum terms."  All this is further exacerbated when there is a predisposition by one state to view the other as an adversary ... or even a "potential" adversary. While strategically the U.S. talks about working with China, there are still other voices that talk about China as a potential near-peer competitor, due to Taiwan, the growth of their military, resource competition, and other issues of alarm, Johnson-Freese explained. All that said, she added: "It is very likely that the lens through which the U.S.--as the currently dominate space power--will view any expansion of Chinese space power will be a military one."

Cooperation impossible – lack of transparency and no convincing benefits

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


Cooperation fails – military nature and lack of Chinese transparency undermine confidence

Dean Cheng, Research Fellow in Chinese Political and Security Affairs in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, 10/30/09, Heritage Foundation, “U.S.–China Space Cooperation: More Costs Than Benefits”//jchen
What’s the Point? So what would be the purpose of cooperation from the Chinese perspective? To sustain the ISS? China is hardly likely to be inter- ested in joining the ISS just in time to turn out the lights. There is also the question of whether the other partners in the international station, such as Russia and Japan, are necessarily interested in including China, especially now that the most expensive work has already been completed. There is also the issue of transparency. While it seems logical that the principal partners for cooper- ation would be the Chinese and American civil space agencies, the reality is that the China National Space Agency is, in fact, nested within the Chinese military–industrial complex rather than being a stand-alone agency. Indeed, China’s space program is overwhelm- ingly military in nature. And nowhere more so than in the manned space program, the “commanders” or “directors” of which include the head of the General Armaments Department, one of the four general departments responsible for day-to-day management of the entire People’s Liberation Army (PLA). The challenges presented by the Chinese space program’s strong ties to the PLA are exacer- bated by the generally opaque nature of China’s space program on issues ranging from who the top decision-makers are to the size of their budget. Any effort at cooperation is likely to be stymied so long as the PRC views transparency as a one-way affair.
Barriers to China cooperation

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, (2011, “"US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown,” www.cgee.org.br/atividades/redirKori/6249, Caplan)
First and perhaps foremost to the potential success of Chinese long-term plans, China must persist with on-going efforts to reform its space industries. Most space industries in China were born as part of often behemoth State Owned Enterprises (SOEs) and had programs bestowed on them rather than competing for them. Consequently, both efficiency and effectiveness suffered. SOEs are being dismantled as fast as prudence and (in the case of defense-related industries) national security allows, though bureaucratic, political and corruption issues slow the process. In a globalized world, those issues can turn potential global competitors into, to use Thomas Friedman's term, “roadkill” [3] very quickly. While employment is a key domestic issue in China, maintaining the SOEs as jobs-programs and the Chinese version of pork-barrel politics is not in China's long-term interest. Second, and particularly important in conjunction with China's efforts to expand its international cooperation activities, China must continue its efforts to separate its military and civilian space efforts and become more transparent in its dealings with others. While initially a unified Chinese space effort served multiple goals, including control and maximizing resources (both human talent and money), there are few countries or organizations today eager or willing to work with the Chinese People's Liberation Army (PLA) on space activities. While the civilian State Council has taken over control of setting policy in many areas, the PLA's presence is still felt in too many places. And while Asian cultures in general share a distinct proclivity toward holding even innocuous information close, others (for example, Japan) have learned to adapt to accommodate the needs and desires of their Western partners, who tend to hemorrhage information on their plans, programs and intents. Similarly, China must become more transparent to negate the worst-case position, assumed by many of those in the United States who see China as inherently America's next enemy, that the Chinese are nefariously hiding something by their reluctance or refusal to be open. That said, concerns about intent can never be totally dissuaded because of the dual-use nature of space technology. They can, however, be lessened.

1NC #2 – Cooperation Fails – Holden Speech

Statement by NASA administrator proves cooperation will fail
Jeff Foust, Editor and publisher of the Space Review online journal, “Resetting US-China space cooperation”, 1/20/11, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/01/20/resetting-us-china-space-cooperation///jchen

In November NASA administration Charles Bolden suggested any US-China space cooperation would proceed at a slow pace after his visit to China in October. That meeting, set up after a meeting of Presidents Hu and Obama in China in 2009, was also to feature a visit to the US by “the appropriate Chinese counterpart” to Bolden in 2010. That visit didn’t come, though, as Aviation Week suggested that Bolden was trying not to “alienate” Rep. Frank Wolf (R-VA), a leading critic of China and the new chairman of the appropriations subcommittee whose jurisdiction includes NASA.  In a joint statement yesterday during Hu’s visit to Washington, the issue of space again appeared, with a new offer by the US for hosting a Chinese space meeting:  The United States and China agreed to take specific actions to deepen dialogue and exchanges in the field of space. The United States invited a Chinese delegation to visit NASA headquarters and other appropriate NASA facilities in 2011 to reciprocate for the productive visit of the U.S. NASA Administrator to China in 2010. The two sides agreed to continue discussions on opportunities for practical future cooperation in the space arena, based on principles of transparency, reciprocity, and mutual benefit.  The statement this time refers to a “Chinese delegation” instead of the “appropriate Chinese counterpart” to the NASA administrator, perhaps getting around one issue Chinese space experts like Dean Cheng have observed: China has apparently never designated who the counterpart to the NASA administrator is in the Chinese space program.
Holden’s optimism is purely speculative

Tudor Vieru – science editor, (May 7th, 2011, “Mars Exploration Still Bogged Down in Earthly Problems”, JT)

This should foster the development of friendly relations between the two countries, and would help set the foundations for a more durable cooperation in the future. Before testifying, however, Holdren explained that the nature of his speech is purely speculative. Any type of cooperation with Beijing on this matter needs to be discussed beforehand. Holdren merely transmitted the point that Obama wanted to make, which is that all options should be considered first. In the past, the White House official also said that NASA would stand a lot to gain from collaborating with the China National Space Administration (CNSA) in tracking and monitoring space debris.


1NC #2 – Cooperation Fails – China
China refuses cooperation – views US friendship as liability in space

Joan Johnson-Freese is a Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval War College “US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown”, 6/10/11, China US Focus, http://www.chinausfocus.com/peace-security/us-china-space-cooperation-congress%E2%80%99-pointless-lockdown///jchen

In early May when the US government was scrambling to pass a budget, a provision was slipped into the NASA appropriations bill that while counter to Obama Administration policy of expanded space cooperation, was not as important as getting a continuing resolution passed and so allowed to slide through. Section 1340 of NASA’s budget prohibited NASA and the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) from spending funds 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 prohibited the hosting of “official Chinese visitors” at any NASA facility. Clearly, a comprehensive ban on US-China space cooperation was intended. Just as clearly, ban supporters are under the impression that Chinese space officials are anxiously banging on the proverbial US door, waiting and hoping for the opportunity to work with the United States – which just isn’t the case.  China has energetically and broadly moved out on their own in space, and based on watching on-going US political kabuki dances about its future space plans, and seeing how difficult and tenuous it can be for other countries to partner with the US – on the International Space Station (ISS), for example – most Chinese space officials consider working with the United States as a potential liability to their own already-underway plans. In fact, many countries consider that they can afford only so much US friendship, though Congress continues to act as though the US is the only game in town if countries want to develop a robust space program.
China says no – unwilling to deal with US wariness

Keith Richburg, Washington Post staff writer, Staff researchers Liu Liu in Beijing and Wang Juan in Shanghai, 1/22/11, “Mistrust stalls U.S.-China space cooperation”//jchen

BEIJING - China's grand ambitions extend literally to the moon, with the country now embarked on a multi-pronged program to establish its own global navigational system, launch a space laboratory and put a Chinese astronaut on the moon within the next decade. The Obama administration views space as ripe territory for cooperation with China. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has called it one of four potential areas of "strategic dialogue," along with cybersecurity, missile defense and nuclear weapons. And President Obama and Chinese President Hu Jintao vowed after their White House summit last week to "deepen dialogue and exchanges" in the field.  But as China ramps up its space initiatives, the diplomatic talk of cooperation has so far found little traction. The Chinese leadership has shown scant interest in opening up the most sensitive details of its program, much of which is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA).  At the same time, Chinese scientists and space officials say that Washington's wariness of China's intentions in space, as well as U.S. bans on some high-technology exports, makes cooperation problematic. On the day Hu left for his U.S. trip, Chinese news media reported the inauguration of a new program to train astronauts - called taikonauts here - for eventual deployment to the first Chinese space station, planned for 2015. As part of the project, two launches are planned for this year, that of an unmanned space module, called Tiangong-1, or "Heavenly Palace," by summer, and later an unmanned Shenzhou spacecraft that will attempt to dock with it.


Chinas space policy is set on unilateralism—makes cooperation not genuine

Reuters (1-4-2011 “Co-operation in space a frontier too far for Sino-US relations”, Lexis, JT)

Frank Wolf, for instance, is set to take over as chairman of the appropriations subcommittee that funds the US space agency in the House. A China critic and human rights firebrand, the Republican congressman has faulted Nasa's chief for meeting leaders of China's Manned Space Engineering Office in October. 2.jpg (42.91 KB) 2011-1-4 09:33 "As you know, we have serious concerns about the nature and goals of China's space programme and strongly oppose any co-operation between Nasa and China," Wolf and three other Republicans wrote to Nasa Administrator Charles Bolden on October 15 as he left for China. Such fears are not without basis. China's space programme had been making steady progress, but it was not until little over a year ago that a top general hinted it was imperative that China develop space-based weapons, sparking international concerns. Chief air force commander General Xu Qiliang had told the PLA Daily: "There is no border in the sky and space. Only power can protect peace." He also said the PLA air force would follow a more proactive military strategy. Xu was the first top military official to deviate from the official line of China's peaceful space ambitions, and his comments attracted wide attention, particularly in the US. The comment even prompted Hu to use a high-profile occasion to try to calm the situation and allay fears. While meeting the heads of 30 foreign air force delegations in Beijing, at a forum marking the PLA air force's 60th anniversary, Hu said: "To create a secure and harmonious space has become a desire and a beautiful dream shared by the world. It is increasingly important for air forces of different countries to enhance exchanges and co-operation on airspace security." 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". The statement, marking a visit by Obama to China, also called for reciprocal visits in 2010 of the US space agency's chief and "the appropriate Chinese counterpart". Bolden, who went to China as head of a small team, said discussions there "did not include consideration of any specific proposals for future co-operation" - a statement apparently designed to placate Wolf, who will have a big say on Nasa's budget. 3.jpg (34.84 KB) 2011-1-4 09:33 The Chinese visit to Nasa did not materialise last year for reasons not explained. Nasa representatives did not reply to questions but Chinese embassy spokesman Wang Baodong said he suspected it was "mainly a scheduling issue." China is an emerging space power, in 2008 becoming the third country after the US and Russia to send astronauts on a spacewalk outside an orbiting craft. Beijing plans an unmanned moon landing and deployment of a moon rover next year and the retrieval of lunar soil and stone samples around 2017. Chinese scientists have talked about possibly sending a man to the moon after 2020. Possible Sino-US co-operation became more controversial after Beijing carried out a watershed anti- satellite test in January 2007, using a ground-based missile to knock out one of its inactive weather satellites in high polar orbit. No advance notice of the test was given. Thirteen months later, the US destroyed a malfunctioning US spy satellite using a ship-launched missile after a high-profile build-up to the event. The US interception was just outside the atmosphere so that debris would burn up promptly. US officials say China's capabilities could threaten US space assets in low orbit. China's work on anti-satellite weapons is "destabilising", Wallace Gregson, assistant US secretary of defence for Asian and Pacific security affairs, said in December, also citing its investment in anti-ship missiles, advanced submarines, surface-to-air missiles and computer warfare techniques. "It has become increasingly evident that China is pursuing a long-term, comprehensive military build-up that could upend the regional security balance," Gregson told a forum hosted by the Progressive Policy Institute in Washington. The Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank, called on members of the incoming Congress to be wary of any space co-operation with China on the grounds it could bolster Beijing's knowledge and harm US security. 4.jpg (6.97 KB) 2011-1-4 09:33 "Congress should reject [the Obama] administration attempts to curry favour with the international community while placing US advantages in space at risk," Dean Cheng, a Heritage research fellow for Chinese political and security affairs, and two colleagues said in a December 15 memo to lawmakers. Proponents of co-operation say even symbolic steps, such as hosting a Chinese astronaut on the International Space Station, might help win friends in Beijing and blunt the hardliners. Gregory Kulacki, China project manager for the Union of Concerned Scientists, a group often at odds with US policy, said co-operation would be more of a political project than a technical one. "We need to get past the idea that the Chinese need us more than we need them," he said.

China already has a Mars mission planned it has no intention of cancelling

Xinhua News, 3/2/2011 -- premier U.S.-China international newsgroup, authoritative Chinese national Newspaper, (China Daily, “China likely to launch Mars probe in 2013”, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/usa/china/2011-03/02/content_12105184.htm)

BEIJING -- China is likely to launch its first probe to explore the surface of Mars in 2013, a chief scientist said here Wednesday. "Mars is the first choice for mankind's interplanetary explorations as it is the closest Earth-like planet to Earth and could have life and be turned into a habitable place," Ye Peijian, chief scientist of deep space exploration at the China Academy of Space Technology, told Xinhua. The mission will use China-made rockets, observation device and detector, said Ye, member of the 11th National Committee of the Chinese People's Political Consultative Conference, before the annual session of the country's top political advisory body, which is scheduled to open Thursday. China will update and modify its lunar probes to develop a Mars probe, he said. The probe should either be launched in November 2013 when Mars and Earth are closest to each other, or failing that in 2016, he said, adding that the probe will be equipped with the latest developed detector. However, the plan needs government approval first, he added. China's Mars explorer, Yinghuo-1, is scheduled to be launched from a Russian rocket in November this year to probe the space environment and magnetic fields of Mars. 
China refuses cooperation – viewed as obstacle to unilateral action

Jeff Foust, 12/16/2010 –  aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher, editor and publisher of The Space Review and has written for Astronomy Now and The New Atlantis, bachelor's degree in geophysics from the California Institute of Technology and a Ph.D in planetary sciences from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, (December 16, 2010, Space Politics, “Why can’t the US and China cooperate in space?”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2010/12/16/why-cant-the-us-and-china-cooperate-in-space/)

There has been a renewed effort by the US government to reach out to China and find ways to cooperate in space, including a brief mention of cooperation in space exploration last year when Presidents Obama and Hu met, as well as NASA administrator Bolden’s visit to China in October. Yet, those discussions have yet to result in any concrete steps for joint projects or other cooperative ventures between the two countries, apparently to the surprise and disappointment of some within the administration. One expert believes that it’s because China doesn’t need to cooperate with the US as much as American officials think it does. At a space security forum Wednesday organized by the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Washington, Gregory Kulacki, senior analyst and China project manager for UCS, said China’s current space efforts were motivated by a single event: President Reagan’s 1983 SDI speech. That speech, he said, was a “Sputnik moment” for China, in particular scientists who convinced the leadership that this demonstrated the importance of space. “The United States was going to make another Kennedy-sized investment in this whole area of technology and China just could not be left behind,” he said. If China didn’t invest in space, “in the way the scientists put it in their letter to Deng Xiaoping, [it] ‘would make us a second-rate power again.’” China’s space capabilities, therefore, are tied closely to their national prestige and status, he said. The growth of Chinese space capabilities during time, Kulacki said, means that cooperation with the US is simply not a high priority now. “As far as the technical community, there’s no real incentives. They don’t need anything” from the US, he said. He added that Chinese space professionals aren’t interested in cooperation with the US because it’s “nothing but problems”, interfering with their current efforts. Any push for cooperation would have to come from the political side, but space is not a high priority there, he noted. “We need to get past the idea that the Chinese need us more than we need them,” Kulacki said. “We have to find something of value to bring to China if China is going to be enthusiastic about our efforts to engage them on this.” That’s a challenge, he said, since the administration in the US right now is more interested in taking small steps that are of little interest to the Chinese. “The United States doesn’t want to bring anything major to the table, but the Chinese need something major on the table in order for cooperation to ge started.” What could that “major” thing be? He suggested some kind of unspecified civil space project: “Somewhere to go together, something to do together, something to build; an actual, important project.”


China won’t cooperate – it knows U.S. interests take precedence and that any cooperative gesture is unauthentic

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)
Conventional wisdom holds that space is so vital to national security and economic prosperity that the United States will do whatever it takes to pro- tect its ability to use space. This rationale was enshrined in an influential re- port issued in January 2001 by a blue-ribbon commission on space,1 headed by Donald Rumsfeld before he became secretary of defense, which strongly advocated greater protection for U.S. space assets. The Rumsfeld Commis- sion asserted that “[t]he security and economic well being of the United States and its allies and friends depend on the nation’s ability to operate successfully in space. To be able to contribute to peace and stability in a dis- tinctly different but still dangerous and complex global environment, the [United States] needs to remain at the forefront in space, technologically and operationally, as we have in the air, on land and at sea.”2 Furthermore, the report argued that “the present extent of U.S. dependence on space, the rapid pace at which this dependence is increasing, and the vulnerabilities it creates, all demand that U.S. national security space interests be recognized as a top national security priority.”3 In economic terms, the United States relies on space technologies and capabilities to support a wide range of commercial activities. Among the most important commercial assets in space is the constellation of Global Po- sitioning System (GPS) navigation satellites. The precise timing signals emitted from the GPS allow automobiles, aircraft, and ships to locate their positions and establish the chronological order for virtually all financial transactions. Indeed, the global financial network would collapse without GPS. Equally important, commercial satellites carry most global communi- cations. Despite the phenomenal growth rate of fiber optics networks, com- mercial satellites still dominate long-haul global communications.
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.

1NC #2 – Cooperation Fails – China – Military Intent
No cooperation – Chinese ASAT launch proves clear military intent

Reuters, Jim Wolf, “Space: A frontier too far for U.S.-China cooperation”, 1/3/11, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40897403/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/space-frontier-too-far-us-china-cooperation///jchen
Anti-satellite tests Possible U.S.-Chinese cooperation became more controversial after Beijing carried out a watershed anti-satellite test in January 2007, using a ground-based missile to knock out one of its inactive weather satellites in high polar orbit. No advance notice of the test was given. Thirteen months later, the United States destroyed a malfunctioning U.S. spy satellite using a ship-launched Raytheon Co. Standard Missile 3 after a high-profile buildup to the event. The U.S. interception was just outside the atmosphere so that debris would burn up promptly. U.S. officials say China's capabilities could threaten U.S. space assets in low orbit. The Chinese test also created a large cloud of orbital debris that may last for 100 years, boosting the risk to manned spaceflight and to hundreds of satellites belonging to more than two dozen countries. China's work on anti-satellite weapons is "destabilizing," Wallace Gregson, assistant U.S. secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific security affairs, said in December, also citing its investment in anti-ship missiles, advanced submarines, surface-to-air missiles and computer warfare techniques. "It has become increasingly evident that China is pursuing a long-term, comprehensive military buildup that could upend the regional security balance," Gregson told a forum hosted by the Progressive Policy Institute in Washington. The Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank, called on members of the incoming Congress to be wary of any space cooperation with China on the grounds it could bolster Beijing's knowledge and harm U.S. security. "Congress should reject (the Obama) administration attempts to curry favor with the international community while placing U.S. advantages in space at risk," Dean Cheng, a Heritage research fellow for Chinese political and security affairs, and two colleagues said in a Dec. 15 memo to lawmakers.

No coop with China—ASAT test proves talks are impossible

Jeffery Logan -- is a Specialist in Energy Policy for Resources, Science, and Industry Division. CRS Report for Congress, Sept. 27 2008, “China’s Space Program: Options for U.S.-China Cooperation”, Lexis)

The Chinese ASAT test seemed to derail any movement to build on the meeting between NASA and CNSA. Some believe that China’s ASAT test will continue to dampen momentum that might have been building for the two countries to expand cooperation, while others argue that it is a pressing reason to boost dialogue.21 Challenges of Cooperating with China. Some of the most important challenges of expanding cooperation in space with China include: ! Inadvertent technology transfer. From this perspective, increased space cooperation with China should be avoided until Chinese intentions are clearer. Joint space activities could lead to more rapid (dual-use) technology transfer to China, and in a worst-case scenario, result in a “space Pearl Harbor,” as postulated by a congressionally appointed commission led by Donald Rumsfeld in 2001.22 ! Moral compromise. China is widely criticized for its record on human rights and non-democratic governance. Any collaboration that improves the standing of authoritarian Chinese leaders might thus be viewed as unacceptable ! Ineffectiveness. Some argue that increased collaboration will not produce tangible benefits for the United States, especially without a new bilateral political climate.23
Chinese Cyber Attacks have been consistent  

Hoover 6/15/2011, J. Michael, he is a contributor to Information Week Magazine, “US Grills China About Cyber Attacks,” Information Week, http://www.informationweek.com/news/government/security/230700030  

In response, the State Department not only condemned DDOS attacks, like the one Change.org experienced, that are "designed to stifle free speech on the net," but also raised the issue directly with the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs in late April, according to a letter from the State Department to Rep. DeLauro that was released by Change.org. The letter indicates that deputy assistant secretary of state Dan Baker raised the issue of the attack with the Chinese government during a dialogue on human rights. The attack is only one of a number of recent attacks said to originate from China. Google in late May announced that hundreds of its Gmail users, including senior U.S. officials, had been the targets of a spear-phishing campaign that originated in China. A February attack on the G-20 was similarly traced to Chinese IP addresses, and China has also been reportedly eyed in recent attacks on the International Monetary Fund. Leaked State Department cables indicate that the Chinese have been attacking U.S. government agencies and companies since at least 2002.

1NC #2 – Cooperation Fails – China – Empirics
China empirically fails to sustain international cooperation – past tensions prove

CSIS, Center for Strategic and International Studies, 3/23/10, “Chinese Space Policy: Collaboration or Competition?”, http://csis.org/blog/chinese-space-policy-collaboration-or-competition//jchen

General Xu Qiliang, the commander of the People’s Liberation Army Air Force, has argued that space exploration is critical to China’s national security interests. His remarks reflect the Chinese government’s growing interest in space exploration and the development of space technology. China’s space program has made significant progress over the past decade. China is scheduled to start building its own space station in 2011 with the launch of an unmanned module named Tiangong-1. China’s success is in part due to its ability to exploit (and in some cases steal) foreign technology and its cooperation with foreign governments. China has collaborated mostly with other developing nations on its space technology, especially Russia and Brazil. Russia is working with China to help the Chinese refine their Shenzhou manned vehicles (based off of the successful Russia Soyuz design). China also purchased spacesuit designs from Russia. China works with Brazil to improve its satellite technology. In 1988, China and Brazil formed a joint committee called the China-Brazil Earth Resources Satellite (CBERS) Program to handle constructing, launching and operating satellites. The CBERS program has led to the launch of three satellites since 1999, and a fourth satellite launch is scheduled for the middle of 2011. In addition to these programs, China is a party to the Asia-Pacific Space Cooperation Organization (APSCO). Headquartered in Beijing, the organization formally started in December 2001. The members of the organization have pledged to cooperate on matters of space exploration. APSCO consists of seven members: China, Bangladesh, Iran, Mongolia, Pakistan, Peru and Thailand with Indonesia and Turkey as additional signatories. Some efforts at international cooperation have resulted in failure. China was essentially “disinvited” from the European Galileo program, which was designed to create a global locating and tracking system similar to GPS in the U.S.. China has now decided to create its own global location satellite system, named Beidou. And while China does collaborate with Russia, its relationship with Russia has been described as “anemic” and “delayed” by some observers. There has been little collaboration between the US and China on space exploration. Indeed, the situation has been tense at times. Some of China’s space technology was stolen from US firms. For example, a former engineer at Boeing, Dongfan Chung, was convicted in July 2009 of economic espionage on behalf of China. He provided information about the space shuttle and fueling system of the Delta IV booster rocket. Furthermore, the US has historically disapproved of Chinese aeronautical firms selling missile technology to countries like Iran, North Korea and Pakistan. On the other hand, China resented a plan proposed by the US delegation at the Copenhagen climate talks in December 2009, where foreign satellites would be used to monitor and verify carbon dioxide emissions in China. The Chinese argue that this would be an infringement upon their national sovereignty.

China says no – lack of diplomatic reciprocity empirically proves

Dean Cheng, Research Fellow in Chinese Political and Security Affairs in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, 10/30/09, Heritage Foundation, “U.S.–China Space Cooperation: More Costs Than Benefits”//jchen
Reciprocity Lacking. According to the discus- sions between Presidents Bush and Hu Jintao, NASA Administrator Michael Griffin’s groundbreak- ing visit to China in 2006 (the first by a NASA administrator to the PRC) was supposed to be matched by a visit to the U.S. by the head of China’s Second Artillery. Yet the PRC has never agreed to that visit, despite Hu’s commitment and repeated invitations from the U.S. If reciprocity in terms of basic leadership visits cannot be obtained, it is even more problematic how either side would achieve reciprocity in other areas. There is a general disparity in technology between the U.S. and the PRC. Under such circum- stances, reciprocity would likely benefit the Chinese side far more than the U.S. side. And if the U.S. holds back, it only undermines the case for cooper- ation. Yet well-founded reticence on the part of the U.S. to share information could also jeopardize the missions and safety of the crews. These are the high costs of cooperation with the Chinese on manned space flight. Covering funding shortfalls seems to be the only tangible motivation for the U.S., and even that prospect is not promising. If U.S. decision-makers conclude that a manned-space capacity is important to American interests, they should find a way to properly fund it—and not rely on the one country in the world likely to emerge as a peer competitor for global influence.
Cooperation impossible—historical and espionage problems

Dean Cheng -- is a senior analyst at a not-for-profit think-tank in Alexandria, Virginia. He has been analyzing Chinese military and space developments for nearly two decades. March 23, 2009, “Beginning the journey of a thousand miles?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1335/1, JT)

As the Obama Administration takes shape, it is already clear that there will be new thinking about space security. According to press reports, one initiative will be to create a new arms control regime, banning the development and deployment of space weapons. Part of the impetus for such a ban is the desire to foster greater confidence in Sino-American military relations. The recent incident with the USNS Impeccable in the waters south of Hainan (interestingly, near where the Chinese are constructing a new space-launch facility), echoing the EP-3 incident of April 2001, underscores the uncertainty that permeates that relationship. These tensions directly affect space operations. The Chinese anti-satellite (ASAT) test of two years ago is seen as a challenge to US access to space. Coupled with the subsequent US destruction of the satellite USA 193, there has been concern about the possibility of a Sino-American space arms race. In order to avoid such an arms race, various quarters have called for greater Sino-American cooperation in space. However, for cooperation to succeed, the two sides’ decision-makers need to set common goals. This is complicated in the Sino-US case by several considerations. In the first place, the two states have little history of formal cooperative efforts, either in space or more broadly. Indeed, since the end of the Cold War, and especially since the 1999 bombing of the PRC embassy in Belgrade, the two have repeatedly gone through political and diplomatic rough patches. Moreover, there are only limited incentives to cooperate in space, given the technological disparities between the two states’ scientific and industrial bases. For all the impressive advances of the Chinese space program, there is little evidence that the Chinese are fielding space technology that is in advance of, or even necessarily comparable to, that of the United States. Given the high-technology and dual-use natures of space systems, there is great hesitancy in many quarters of the United States to engage in cooperation with the PRC, for fear of industrial espionage and the potential of aiding the development of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army (PLA).

1NC #2 – A2 Dialogue Now
Dialogues are symbolic – current talks aren’t serious and don’t entail true cooperation

Keith B. Richburg, 2/6/11 – staff writer for the Washington Post, former Foreign Editor of The Post, and was chief of the New York bureau of The Post, B.A. from the University of Michigan and MSc. from the London School of Economics, (The Boston Globe, “US-China space venture appears unlikely for now”, http://articles.boston.com/2011-02-06/news/29345096_1_chinese-astronaut-space-program-space-venture)

BEIJING — China’s grand ambitions extend literally to the stars, with the country now embarked on a multipronged program to establish its own global navigational system, launch a space laboratory, and put a Chinese astronaut on the moon within the next decade. The Obama administration, which has overseen large cutbacks in the US space program, views space as ripe territory for cooperation with China. Defense Secretary Robert Gates has called it one of four potential areas of “strategic dialogue,’’ along with cyber security, missile defense, and nuclear weapons. And President Obama and President Hu Jintao vowed after their recent summit to “deepen dialogue and exchanges’’ in the field. But as China steps up its space initiatives, the diplomatic talk of cooperation has so far found little traction. The Chinese leadership has shown scant interest in opening up the most sensitive details of its program, much of which is controlled by the People’s Liberation Army. At the same time, Chinese scientists and space officials say US wariness of China’s extraterrestrial intentions, as well as bans on some high-technology exports, makes cooperation problematic. For now, the US-China relationship in space appears to mirror the one on Earth: a still-dominant but fading superpower facing a new and ambitious rival, with suspicion on both sides. “Without establishing mutual strategic trust between the two countries, there won’t be any substantial cooperation in the space field,’’ said Song Xiaojun, a military specialist and commentator on China’s CCTV. “It depends on whether the US can put away its pride and treat China as a partner to cooperate on equal terms.’’ China did not launch its first astronaut until 2003, but it has made some notable strides in recent months and years and plans seem on track for some major breakthroughs. On the day that Hu departed for his US trip, Chinese news media reported the inauguration of a new program to train astronauts — called taikonauts — for eventual deployment to the first Chinese space station, planned for 2015. As part of the project, two launches are planned for this year, that of an unmanned space module, called Tiangong-1, or “Heavenly Palace,’’ by summer; and later, an unmanned “Shenzhou’’ spacecraft that will attempt to dock with it. On a separate track, China is working through a three-stage process for carrying out its first manned moon landing. The first stage was completed in October, with the successful launch of a Chang’e-2 lunar orbiter. In 2012 or 2013, an unmanned landing craft is scheduled to take a rover to the moon to collect rock and soil samples. By 2020, a taikonaut could land on the moon. A third track is devoted to the development of a Chinese global navigational system, called Beidou, or “Compass,’’ to challenge the American global positioning system, or GPS. Chinese academics involved in the space program said Beidou is crucial for China’s military. Without its own navigational system, Chinese troops and naval vessels must rely almost exclusively on the American GPS system, which could be manipulated or blocked during a conflict.


1NC #3 – Tech Transfer – Turns Case
Space cooperation leads to missile proliferation – dual-use means any tech transfer is used for military
Victor Zaborsky, senior research associate at the Center for International Trade and Security, University of Georgia, “Missile Proliferation Risks of International Space Cooperation”, World Affairs, Vol. 165, No. 4 (SPRING 2003), pp. 185-195, http://www.jstor.org/stable/20672669//jchen
China Among the countries reviewed in this study, China is the most vivid example of inseparability of peaceful and military applications of rocket science. Here is clear probability of peaceful space cooperation with this country turning into assistance to its ballistic missile program. Chinese space development activities began the mid-1950s, and were largely weapon-related. Eventually, the Chinese added a civilian arm to the project. They successfully launched their first ballistic missile in 1966 and a satellite in 1970 aboard the first of the Long March series. China has been conducting commercial launches with foreign-made satellites since 1990, using sixteen different types of the Long March rocket. Its major launch sites are located in Jiuquan, Xichang, and Taiyuan, each of which also has a space center controlled by the China satellite launch control authority. In 1993, the China Aerospace Corporation (CASC) and the China National Space Administration (CNSA) were set up. Although the CNSA decides on policy, the government corporation CASC, which employs about 270,000 people, oversees companies and organizations carrying out domestic development and research. The civilian SLV program and military ballistic program and satellite production for both peaceful and military purposes are CASC's responsibility. CASC's major subsidiary, the China Great Wall Industry Corporation (CGWIC), also shows the indivisibility of marketing civilian and military goods and services. Established in 1980, CGWIC imports and exports missile technology, space technology and equipment, space launch services, precision machinery, electronics, instruments, and meters. Since 1985, it has been mainly involved in providing satellite launch services, and is currently developing improved versions of the CZ-2, CZ-3, and CA-4 families of SLVs to augment China's ability to place large payloads into geostationary orbit. It has been sanctioned by the United States three times, in May 1991, August 1993, and September 2001, for its missile sales to Pakistan. Another missile exporting organization is China Precision Machinery Import-Export Corporation (CPMIEC). Established in the early 1980s, it is involved in missile and missile-technology exports. It is the prime marketer of China's M-series missiles, including M-9/DF-15 and M-ll/DF-11. CPMIEC can reportedly negotiate sales of nearly all missiles and technologies produced by the CASC except strategic systems. CPMIEC also markets solid- and liquid-fueled rocket engines. It imports and exports high-tech equipment, including defensive weapon systems, space equipment, satellite technologies and products, precision machinery, optical instruments, and electronic products.

Along with space launchers, CASC enterprises produce a range of missiles for the People's Liberation Army. China's nuclear-armed missile force is deployed with about twenty-five launchers for the limited-range DF-4 ICBMs, about twenty-five launchers for the long-range DF-5A ICBMs, about forty launchers for the older DF-3A medium-range ballistic missile, and about fifty launchers for the mobile, solid-fuel DF-21 medium-range ballistic missiles. All in all, China is believed to have deployed more than one hundred missiles armed with nuclear warheads, most targeted at U.S. cities. China also plans to develop and deploy more sophisticated DF-31 ICBMs as well as JL-1 submarine-launched ballistic missiles.9 Because of inseparability of China's SLV and missile programs, space cooperation with this nation has become a very sensitive political and military issue in U.S. policy. In April 1998, the Justice Department began a criminal investigation into whether two American companies—Loral Space and Communications Ltd. and Hughes Electronics—transferred military technology to China while executing a civilian space cooperation contract. The two firms allegedly shared with China their findings on the cause of an explosion during the launch of a U.S.-made satellite in February 1996. In sharing their conclusions, the companies are said to have provided expertise that China could use not only to improve its space launchers, but also to improve accuracy and reliability of its future ICBMs. In early January 2002, Loral and the U.S. government reached a settlement and the investigation was closed. The criminal investigation against Hughes is still going on.10 Along with monitoring activities of American companies, U.S. nonproliferation experts also closely watch space cooperation between China and other countries, particularly Russia. Since 1995, China has been seeking Russian help to jumpstart its manned space program.

Plan hurts our military advantage
Dean Cheng – Research Fellow in Chinese Political and Security Affairs in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation (10/30/09, "U.S.-China Space Cooperation: More Costs Than Benefits," http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/us-china-space-cooperation-more-costs-than-benefits, RG)

Beyond the technical issues, however, there are more fundamental political concerns that must be addressed. The U.S. military depends on space as a strategic high ground. Space technology is also dual-use in nature: Almost any technology or information that is exchanged in a cooperative venture is likely to have military utility. Sharing such information with China, therefore, would undercut American tactical and technological military advantages.
Tech transfers cause China military modernization

Eric R. Sterner – fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute, held senior staff positions on the House Armed Services and Science committees, served in the Defense Dept. and was NASA associate deputy administrator for policy and planning (11/20/09, "Viewpoint: Be Wary Of China Space Ties," http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel=awst&id=news/Vwpt112309.xml, RG)

The U.S. should be concerned about such transfers for two reasons. First, they will aid Chinese military modernization, particularly in areas where the U.S. holds an advantage (see p. 29). The Defense Dept.’s 2009 annual report on the Chinese military concludes, “The pace and scope of China’s military transformation have increased in recent years, fueled by acquisition of advanced foreign weapons, continued high rates of investment in its domestic defense and science and technology industries, and far-reaching organizational and doctrinal reforms of the armed forces.” China has already lased U.S. satellites, demonstrated a direct-ascent kinetic anti-satellite weapon, and is working on advanced microsatellites and formation flying. Collectively, these present a significant threat to the space systems upon which the U.S. depends for its conventional and strategic military advantages—advantages that Chinese theorists clearly want to hold at risk. Chinese access to advanced U.S. civil and commercial space technologies and experience, whether illicit or approved, reduces the cost and increases the speed at which China can climb the military research and development learning curve.
Preventing China Coop prevents access to technology

Mervis 4/21/2011, Jeffery, He reports on and coordinates coverage of science policy in the United States and around the world for the Science Magazine. A former newspaper editor, he's been a science writer since 1981, “Spending Bill Prohibits U.S.-China Collaborations,” Science Magazine, http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2011/04/spending-bill-prohibits-us-china.html
Wolf has long criticized China's suppression of religious and minority leaders and political dissidents, as well as its policies toward Tibet. He's also used his position as chairman of the House spending panel on Commerce, Justice, and Science-which funds NASA, NSF, the National Institute of Standards and Technology, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration as well as the Justice and Commerce departments-to berate federal agencies on their vulnerability to cyberterrorism. Earlier this year, for example, NSF's Inspector General described a recent 2010 attack on NSF computers that, ironically, affected grant applications to its Office of Cyber Infrastructure."China is spying against us, and every U.S. government agency has been hit by cyberattacks," says Wolf in explaining why he opposes any collaboration with the Chinese government. "They are stealing technology from every major U.S. company. They have taken technology from NASA, and they have hit the NSF computers. ... You name the company, and the Chinese are trying to get its secrets."

Bill prevents the cooperation with China – prevents development of Chinese military

Robertson 6/20/2011, Matthew, He is a contributor to the Epoch Times, “Wolf’s Clause Imperils (Some of) Administration’s China Plans,” Epoch Times, http://www.tradereform.org/2011/06/wolf’s-clause-imperils-some-of-administration’s-china-plans/
While none of that is new to Rep. Frank Wolf, the straw that broke the camel’s back was the suggestion by the Obama administration—first made when the president went to Beijing in November 2009, and reiterated when Chairman of the Communist Party Hu Jintao visited Washington in January—that the United States cooperate with China in human space flight. The scope of the cooperation would have extended to “hands-on, bilateral, human space flight technology sharing, training sharing, and critical national secrets or expertise, giving that to the Chinese,” according to Wolf’s staff member, who was not authorized to speak publicly. “We look at this and say: ‘How does that administration not get this?’” Wolf made his position clear in his testimony to the U.S.-China Commission in May: “The U.S. has no business cooperating with the PLA to help develop its space program.” Cooperation with China on human space flight, would, according to Richard Fisher, an analyst and author on the Chinese military, “In essence … constitute a free transfer of technology.” The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) leads China’s space efforts, and there is no real difference between China’s military and civil space programs, experts say. Wolf thus asserts, “There is no reason to believe that the PLA’s space program will be any more benign than the PLA’s recent military posture.”

1NC #3 – A2 Mars=/=Military

China uses human exploration as a front for intelligence gathering and missile tech development

Victor Zaborsky, senior research associate at the Center for International Trade and Security, University of Georgia, “Missile Proliferation Risks of International Space Cooperation”, World Affairs, Vol. 165, No. 4 (SPRING 2003), pp. 185-195, http://www.jstor.org/stable/20672669//jchen
China wanted to launch its first astronaut in 2002 and then build a space station. In early September 2001, Russian Deputy Prime Minister Ilya Klebanov announced that Russia and China were negotiating a deal for Russia to develop a manned space craft for China, and for joint use of Russia's GLONASS satellite navigation system. The emerging relationship between Russian and Chinese space agencies causes increased suspicions in the United States for two major reasons. First, NASA has no ties with China, but shares technology and training principles with Russia to effectively operate the International Space Station from Moscow and Houston. Analysts suggest that Russia could funnel that information to China. Second, there is a strong presumption that any improvements in Chinese space launchers would mean more sophisticated and more threatening Chinese nuclear missiles. Rick Fisher, China analyst from the Jamestown Foundation, states that China's military looks to the manned program to make its missiles more reliable and to test electronics that would be used in new spy satellites. Other experts agree and express concern that proliferation of missile technologies will not be the only security-related consequence of China's planned space endeavor. "Chinese astronauts orbiting in a space station could make up for the country's lack of photographic spy satellites. I would expect them to be doing nothing else other than photo-reconnaissance and intelligence gathering. They will do some civilian and scientific work, that will be the front. The Chinese space program is a military program using military hardware and overseen by the military," stated Charles Vick, space policy analyst for the Washington, D.C.-based Federation of American Scientists.11

Mars exploration increases tech transfer for development of space weapons

John C. Baker and Kevin Pollpeter are researchers with the RAND Corporation, a nonprofit research organization, RAND corporation, “A Future for U.S.-China Space Cooperation?”, 12/13/04, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2004/12/13/SN.html//jchen
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.
Manned missions still contribute militarily – provides tracking and docking capabilities

Dean Cheng, senior research analyst specializing in Chinese space affairs at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit  think-tank, Pacific Forum CSIS, Center for Strategic and International Studies, 10/14/03, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/pac_0342a.pdf//jchen
A manned program imposes enormous costs on a space   program, including the weight of not only the astronauts but   also their life support systems and additional redundancies.   Why are the Chinese so interested in a manned space program,   given these costs? Possible answers are military implications  political prestige, and economic factors.    Although other aspects of China’s space program have   clear military applications, the military benefits of its manned   program are less clear. As seen with the United States and the   Soviet Union, manned missions impose enormous costs, both   at the mission and at an overall programmatic level. A human   in space is incredibly fragile. In terms of military implications,   it is not clear how the manned program, unlike the rest of the   Chinese space program, might provide military benefits. This is especially the case since the Chinese already field   an array of satellites that fulfill a variety of military missions,   including reconnaissance, meteorology, and communications.   The addition of a manned program does not provide   significant additional advantage.    Manned programs do promote certain technological areas,   which may in turn hold military benefits. The ability to dock   spacecraft, for example, requires very precise manufacturing   and quality control for motors, controls, etc. These capabilities   would clearly also affect missile production. Similarly, the   ability to track  Shenzhou orbital modules would provide the   PRC with the ability to track space-borne objects generally.   Indeed, China has gained access to a number of nations’   space-tracking systems, and has also constructed new spacetracking facilities in Namibia and Kiribati.    The primary considerations for the Chinese manned   program, however, would seem to be in terms of political   prestige and economic factors.  

1NC #3 – A2 Export Controls Solve
Cooperation guarantees technology stealing – US export controls too lenient
Jason Poblete, Washington DC Attorney, expert on US export control laws and regulation for military and dual-use items, economic sanctions, and policy, 12/1/09, “For Outer Space: “Not” Made-in-China”, http://jasonpoblete.com/2009/12/01/u-s-should-keep-china-away-from-u-s-space-program-technology///jchen
When President Obama visited China last week he announced that the “United States and China look forward to expanding discussions on space science cooperation and starting a dialogue on human space flight and space exploration … the two sides believed that the two countries have common interests in promoting the peaceful use of outer space and agree to take steps to enhance security in outer space.  The two sides agreed to discuss issues of strategic importance through such channels as the U.S.-China Strategic and Economic Dialogue and military-to-military exchanges.”   The Chinese space program is an arm of the Chinese military.  Any cooperation with China that affords it access to sensitive U.S. technology in this area should be a non-starter.  Eric Sterner of the George C. Marshall Institute pens in Aviation Week that closer space cooperation with China will likely lead to “greater opportunities for China to acquire sensitive technology.” He argues it could contribute to Chinese military modernization and, a more than certain scenario, the proliferation of sensitive U.S. technologies to state sponsors of terrorism such as Iran and other countries that have no business acquiring cutting-edge U.S. technology.   A former Congressional and NASA staffer, Sterner reminds readers of China’s long record of illegal trafficking in sensitive U.S. technologies.  International space cooperation should come second to U.S. technological and security superiority.  If we are going to closely cooperate with foreign powers, it should be with our allies that are not out to undermine U.S. interests in a myriad of ways.  While the U.S. export control regime toward China is good, it could be better.  At this juncture, opening the door to more access to U.S. technology via outer space cooperation is not the way to go.  While it is unlikely to take this step, before the Obama Administration opens this cooperation portal, it should seriously consider a September 2008 Government Accountability Office (GAO) recommendation that “Commerce should suspend the [Verified End User] VEU program to China until an amended or new agreement is reached to conduct onsite reviews and VEU-specific procedures for conducting on-site reviews are established.”  The Bush Administration put in motion the VEU program.  The program authorizes the export of certain sensitive technologies to China without export licenses from the Bureau of Industry and Security (BIS).   Barely a few years in operation, a paper by the Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Controls shows that some pre-approved Chinese companies in the VEU program have been “linked to proliferators, to violators of U.S. export controls, and to China’s military production complex.”  And it is not just the VEU program that poses risks, there are problems right here in the U.S.  For a good summary of 2008 Chinese industrial espionage cases, take a look at Appendix B of the Annual Report to Congress on Foreign Economic Collection and Industrial Espionage released this summer by the National Counterintelligence Executive (NCIX).  A bottom up review of the U.S. export control regime with regards to China is long overdue.  The United States needs a better handle on what controls need updating or, in some cases scrapping, before it expands cooperation in sensitive fields such as outer space exploration.  We want to keep and strengthen our competitive and security advantage, not give it away or unwittingly weaken it. 


1NC #3 – A2 Mutual Benefits

Cooperation boosts Chinese military capability – tech transfer is one-sided 

Dean Cheng, Research Fellow in Chinese Political and Security Affairs in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, 10/30/09, Heritage Foundation, “U.S.–China Space Cooperation: More Costs Than Benefits”//jchen
With the delivery of the full report from the U.S. Human Space Flight Review Committee (com- monly referred to as the Augustine Report), the potential for a substantial, multi-year gap in U.S. manned spaceflight capability has drawn increased attention. In light of this problem, the idea has been raised in some quarters, including in the report, that the United States should expand its cooperation with the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and leverage Chinese space capabilities. Such coopera- tion has far more potential cost than benefit. Very Real Problems. The idea of relying on Chi- nese cooperation glosses over very real problems. At a minimum, it is an open question whether the PRC is capable of providing substantial support to the In- ternational Space Station (ISS) in the timeframes discussed by the report. It is important to recall that the PRC has had only three manned missions and has never undertaken a manned docking maneuver. Would the U.S. and its partners be comfortable in- viting a neophyte Chinese crew to dock with the ISS? Beyond the technical issues, however, there are more fundamental political concerns that must be addressed. The U.S. military depends on space as a strategic high ground. Space technology is also dual-use in nature: Almost any technology or infor- mation that is exchanged in a cooperative venture is likely to have military utility. Sharing such informa- tion with China, therefore, would undercut Ameri- can tactical and technological military advantages. Moreover, Beijing is likely to extract a price in exchange for such cooperation. The Chinese leader- ship has placed a consistent emphasis on developing its space capabilities indigenously. Not only does this ensure that China’s space capabilities are not held hostage to foreign pressure, but it also fosters domes- tic economic development—thereby promoting innovation within China’s scientific and technologi- cal communities—and underscores the political legitimacy of the Chinese Communist Party. Conse- quently, the PRC will require that any cooperation with the U.S. provides it with substantial benefits that would balance opportunity costs in these areas.

1NC #3 – A2 China=Peaceful
Cooperation leads to illicit technology transfer – China’s intent is empirically militarization
Eric R. Sterner is a fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute. He held senior staff positions on the House Armed Services and Science committees, served in the Defense Dept. and was NASA associate deputy administrator for policy and planning, “Viewpoint: Be Wary Of China Space Ties”, 11/20/09, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel=awst&id=news/Vwpt112309.xml//jchen
This autumn, China and the U.S. began moving toward greater cooperation in space. As China lifted a little more of the veil covering its space program, U.S. officials expressed a greater desire to work together in exploring space. Presidential science adviser John Holdren floated the idea of increased cooperation in human spaceflight last spring. The Augustine committee raised the idea again, and Presidents Barack Obama and Hu Jintao pledged to deepen space cooperation last week (see p. 33).  Unfortunately, there are ample reasons for the U.S. to keep its distance. While the U.S. explicitly decided to separate its space exploration activities from the military, China’s human spaceflight program is a subsidiary of the People’s Liberation Army. In that context, the risks of illicit technology transfer are considerable.  Closer relations create greater opportunities for China to acquire sensitive technology. In 2007, the U.S. launched the inter­agency National Export Enforcement Initiative, designed to combat illegal trafficking in sensitive technologies. Within a year, charges were filed against 145 criminal defendants. Iran and China were the intended destinations for most of the known illegal exports. The Justice Dept. noted, “The illegal exports to China have involved rocket launch data, space shuttle technology, missile technology, naval warship data, [UAV] technology, thermal imaging systems, military night-vision systems and other materials.” This is consistent with other Chinese activities, including a massive 2005 cyber-raid on NASA’s computers that exfiltrated data about the Mars Reconnaissance Orbiter’s propulsion system, solar panels and fuel tanks.  The U.S. should be concerned about such transfers for two reasons. First, they will aid Chinese military modernization, particularly in areas where the U.S. holds an advantage (see p. 29). The Defense Dept.’s 2009 annual report on the Chinese military concludes, “The pace and scope of China’s military transformation have increased in recent years, fueled by acquisition of advanced foreign weapons, continued high rates of investment in its domestic defense and science and technology industries, and far-reaching organizational and doctrinal reforms of the armed forces.”  China has already lased U.S. satellites, demonstrated a direct-ascent kinetic anti-satellite weapon, and is working on advanced microsatellites and formation flying. Collectively, these present a significant threat to the space systems upon which the U.S. depends for its conventional and strategic military advantages—advantages that Chinese theorists clearly want to hold at risk. Chinese access to advanced U.S. civil and commercial space technologies and experience, whether illicit or approved, reduces the cost and increases the speed at which China can climb the military research and development learning curve.


Space competition inevitable – plan cedes our ground and tech to China

Gordon Chang – Forbes.com columnist (Gordon G., 11/6/09, "The Space Arms Race Begins," http://www.forbes.com/2009/11/05/space-arms-race-china-united-states-opinions-columnists-gordon-g-chang.html, RG)

In response to Obama's countermove, Beijing--or at least the People's Liberation Army--has now changed tack and announced its intention to begin the space arms race in earnest. General Xu's bold words, interestingly enough, come at the same time that some in Washington are calling for civilian cooperation with the Chinese in space. And why would we do that? The U.S. shuttle fleet will be retired next year. Its replacement, the Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle, is not slated to make its first crewed flight until 2015, and it may not fly until well after that. In the interim, NASA intends to rely on Russian launch vehicles to get Americans into orbit. The United States, therefore, will be at the complete mercy of Moscow when the last shuttle is grounded--unless we are willing to hitchhike with the only other nation that will be able to put a human into space then. "I think it's possible in principle to develop the required degree of confidence in the Chinese," said John Holdren, President Obama's science advisor, in April. And he is not alone in this view. According to the just-released report of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee, better known as the Augustine report, "China offers significant potential in a space partnership." In one sense, this statement is correct. After all, China has put a man into space three times. Moreover, the Chinese have said on numerous occasions that they are prepared to work with us. So what is the problem with doing so? First, even though the United States will soon find itself without a way to put humans into orbit, any partnership would essentially be a one-way transfer of technology from us to the Chinese. Second, the Chinese did not respond favorably to past American efforts--made during the administration of George W. Bush--to involve them in cooperative space efforts. Third, there is no such thing as a civilian space program in China. The China National Space Administration is really a military operation. Therefore, we have to ask ourselves a question: Should we transfer technology to a potential adversary so that it can improve its war-fighting capabilities? General Kevin Chilton, the chief of the U.S. Strategic Command, called for a dialogue with his Chinese counterparts the day after General Xu's space-race declaration. "Where they're heading is one of the things a lot of people would like to understand better," Chilton said. But do we really need to talk to the Chinese to figure out their intentions? In August 2006, the Chinese lasered at least one American satellite with the apparent intention of blinding it, a direct attack on the United States. In the following January, the People's Liberation Army destroyed one of its old weather satellites with a ground-launched missile, sending more than 35,000 fragments into low-earth orbit. The Chinese want to dominate space. General Xu did the United States a favor by removing any doubt about where his country stands. Whether we like it or not, there is now a brutal competition between the United States and China to control the high ground of space.

1NC #3 – Tech Transfer: NK/Iran Prolif
Cooperation enables tech transfers that result in proliferation to Iran and North Korea

Jeff Foust, Editor and publisher of the Space Review online journal, 11/30/09, “Caution about US-China space cooperation”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2009/11/30/caution-about-us-china-space-cooperation///jchen

When President Obama visited China earlier this month, the US and China issued a joint statement that included a passage about space cooperation, including “starting a dialogue on human space flight and space exploration”. Cooperation would be a good thing, right? Not necessarily, according to some.  In an Aviation Week op-ed last week, Eric Sterner warns cooperation could lead to more technology transfer, something that, in the 1990s, led to stiffened export control regulations that transferred commercial satellites and their components to the US Munitions List. Such transfer is worrisome, he argues, not only because it could aid Chinese military modernization but also because China is a “serial proliferator” who could then transfer such technologies to places like Iran and North Korea. “Until China’s intentions are clearer and its behavior has verifiably and persistently changed,” he concludes, “close cooperation entails risks that far exceed the potential benefits.”  In this week’s issue of The Space Review, Taylor Dinerman raises concerns about the appearance of cooperation between the US and China. If the US looks like it’s trying too hard to cooperate with China (or other countries, for that matter), it could give the appearance of weakness. He also notes that previous models for international cooperation, such as Apollo-Soyuz and ISS, don’t fit the current situation, in part because of the lack of knowledge about what is motivating China’s human spaceflight program. “If the US presents itself as too eager for partnership agreements or too weak to explore the solar system without assistance, then the world and the American people will only see softness.”

Chinese tech development leads to Iran and North Korea proliferation

Eric R. Sterner is a fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute. He held senior staff positions on the House Armed Services and Science committees, served in the Defense Dept. and was NASA associate deputy administrator for policy and planning, “Viewpoint: Be Wary Of China Space Ties”, 11/20/09, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel=awst&id=news/Vwpt112309.xml//jchen
The U.S. should be concerned about such transfers for two reasons. First, they will aid Chinese military modernization, particularly in areas where the U.S. holds an advantage (see p. 29). The Defense Dept.’s 2009 annual report on the Chinese military concludes, “The pace and scope of China’s military transformation have increased in recent years, fueled by acquisition of advanced foreign weapons, continued high rates of investment in its domestic defense and science and technology industries, and far-reaching organizational and doctrinal reforms of the armed forces.”  China has already lased U.S. satellites, demonstrated a direct-ascent kinetic anti-satellite weapon, and is working on advanced microsatellites and formation flying. Collectively, these present a significant threat to the space systems upon which the U.S. depends for its conventional and strategic military advantages—advantages that Chinese theorists clearly want to hold at risk. Chinese access to advanced U.S. civil and commercial space technologies and experience, whether illicit or approved, reduces the cost and increases the speed at which China can climb the military research and development learning curve.  Remaining wary of China’s intentions does not mean the U.S. should opt for isolation, but it does argue against close space cooperation. Instead, the U.S. should seek to increase transparency about China’s intentions and capabilities through military channels, share scientific data about the solar system (but not the technology that collected the data), establish standards (such as limiting orbital debris creation) that serve mutual interests, and possibly coordinate some activities such as lunar or Earth science missions. Existing international frameworks enable all of this, but China has resisted accepting the responsibilities that come with membership as a great space power.  Aerospace technologies are high on China’s illegal shopping list. Until China’s intentions are clearer and its behavior has verifiably and persistently changed, close cooperation entails risks that far exceed the potential benefits.


1NC #5 - No Space Race

No arms race – China seeks asymmetrical deterrence

James A Lewis, Senior Fellow and Director, Technology and Public Policy Program, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “China as a Military Space Competitor”, 12/1/05, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/040801_china_space_competitor.pdf//jchen
China has also identified space activities as an area where it could erode the U.S. military  advantage. Beginning with the 1991 Gulf war and again in the recent conflicts in  Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq, the Chinese learned that space power is essential for  effective military action. China’s leaders undoubtedly wish to no longer to depend on  CNN to learn when U.S. carrier battle groups are approaching Taiwan. Given U.S. reliance on space assets, the Chinese believe that space may be an area where the U.S.  may be vulnerable. Public accounts of China’s military planning indicate that it does not  wish to leave the U.S unchallenged in the use of space in the event of a conflict.  However, the Chinese are not mirror-image competitors for the U.S. This could change  as China’s GDP increases and if relations between the two countries grow worse, but for  now, China seems to want to avoid what some perceive as the Soviet error of spending  themselves into bankruptcy in an arms race with the U.S. Reacting to a vigorous  discussion in Chinese military journals, many analysts assert that what the Chinese seek,  while upgrading their military capabilities, is asymmetric advantage, and to find areas  where the U.S. and its style of warfare is more vulnerable to attack, an approach  sometimes captured in a phrase used in PLA writings: “overcoming the superior with the  inferior.”

1NC #5 – A2 Asian Space Race
No Asian space race – India and Japan aren’t interested
Joan Johnson-Freese, Department of National Security Decision Making, Space Policy, Vol. 21, Issue 4, p. 239-242, November 2005, “Maintaining US leadership in human spaceflight”, Science Direct//jchen

1. An Asian space race?

Speculation about an Asian space race floats on the wind, but it is unlikely. After the Shenzhou V launch in October 2003, the Indian science community claimed it too could have accomplished such an achievement, but had simply chosen not to. That response was intended to quell concerns among both the Indian public and politicians about China's technical prowess compared with India's—techno-nationalism. Initial Japanese responses to the launch varied. Space officials downplayed the technical significance of the event, while nonetheless congratulating China. A Japanese official spoke to the media directly in geostrategic terms. “Japan is likely to be the one to take the severest blow from the Chinese success. A country capable of launching any time will have a large influence in terms of diplomacy at the United Nations and military affairs. Moves to buy products from a country succeeding in human spaceflight may occur” [1]. One woman on the street was quoted in Japanese media coverage as saying, “It's unbelievable. Japan lost in this field” [1]. While Japan's ‘losing’ to China through the Shenzhou V launch was more perception than reality, China's success, juxtaposed against power failures on both the Japanese environmental satellite Midori-2 and its first Mars probe, Nozomi, as well as the November 2003 launch failure of two Information Gathering Satellites (IGS), resulted in calls for a re-examination of the Japanese program. However, because of the problems initiating and sustaining human space programs in democracies, combined with unique internal politics in both countries, the initiation of an autonomous human program in either Japan or India is unlikely.

1NC #6 – No Escalation
No China space impact—their focus is on Taiwan

Dean Cheng -- is a senior analyst at a not-for-profit think-tank in Alexandria, Virginia. He has been analyzing Chinese military and space developments for nearly two decades. March 23, 2009, “Beginning the journey of a thousand miles?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1335/1, JT)

If the United States is concerned with reducing the prospect of industrial espionage, and the Chinese are unprepared to be more forthcoming and open about how their system functions, then what is the purpose of cooperation? Conversely, some have suggested that the PRC is likely to be amenable to such efforts, since its own dependency on space is increasing. While this might be true, in the first place it is not clear just how much the PRC is prepared to allow itself to become dependent on space. The Chinese experience with the Soviet Union in the 1950s still serves as an object lesson in the importance of what Hu Jintao has termed “autonomous innovation.” Moreover, the strategic context of the two nations is very different. For the foreseeable future, the PRC is likely to be focused on its periphery for most of its strategic military activities. The Taiwan scenario, in particular, is likely to remain the paramount contingency for the PLA. The space requirements for supporting military operations against an island 100 miles off China’s shores are very different from those for supporting an expeditionary military such as the United States is likely to field for the same foreseeable future

1NC #6 – No Miscalculation

No risk of miscalculation – bilateral efforts prevent war

Li Xiaokun and Cheng Guangjin, staff writers and correspondents to China Daily, January 1st, 2011, “Sino-US militaries seek to ‘reduce miscalculation’”, http://rightways.wordpress.com/2011/01/10/china-seeks-to-ease-us-fears/ | AK
BEIJING – China and the United States on Monday agreed to jointly reduce the risk of “miscalculation” between the two powerful armed forces, as they restore military ties frayed by a massive US arms deal to Taiwan a year ago. Defense Minister Liang Guanglie, however, reiterated China’s opposition to US arms sales to Taiwan, an issue which visiting US Defense Secretary Robert Gates sidestepped.Liang and Gates, after a morning of talks, announced during a joint news conference at the headquarters of China’s Central Military Commission that they agreed to explore ways to reduce “misunderstanding” and “miscalculation”.  “We are in strong agreement that in order to reduce the chances of miscommunication, misunderstanding or miscalculation, it is important that our military-to-military ties are solid, consistent and not subject to shifting political winds,” Gates told reporters.  Gates also invited the chief of the People’s Liberation Army’s (PLA) general staff to visit Washington in the first half of this year.  Liang said they had “agreed that sustained and reliable military-to-military contacts will help reduce misunderstanding and miscalculation”.  Both sides should join hands in the spirit of “respect, mutual trust, equality and reciprocity” to ensure the healthy and steady development of the relationship, he added.  Liang said that Chief of General Staff of the PLA Chen Bingde will visit the US in the first half of 2011, adding that exchanges of high-level officials and between educational institutions will continue. 

No risk of war – nuclear taboo prevents US/Sino miscalculation and conflict

Li Bin, director of Arms Control Program at the Institute of International Studies and assistant on arms control for the Committee of Science, Technology, and Industry for National Defense, and Nie Hongyi, officer in the PLA and Ph.D. in International Relations from Tsinghua University, May 22nd, 2009, “An investigation of China – U.S. Strategic Stability”, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/Li-and-Nie-translation-final-5-22-09.pdf | AK
The nuclear taboo is a kind of international norm and this type of norm is supported by the promotion of the norm through international social exchange. But at present the increased threat of nuclear terrorism has lowered people’s confidence that nuclear weapons will not be used. China and the United States have a broad common interest in combating nuclear terrorism. Using technical and institutional measures to break the foundation of nuclear terrorism and lessen the possibility of a nuclear terrorist attack can not only weaken the danger of nuclear terrorism itself but also strengthen people’s confidence in the nuclear taboo, and in this way preserve an international environment beneficial to both China and the United States. In this way even if there is crisis in China-U.S. relations caused by conflict, the nuclear taboo can also help both countries reduce suspicions about the nuclear weapons problem, avoid miscalculation and thereby reduce the danger of a nuclear war. 

No risk of miscalculation – mutual ambiguity of relations prevents war

William C. Martel, professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, and Toshi Yoshihara, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in MA, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race”, 2003, http://www.twq.com/03autumn/docs/03autumn_martel.pdf | AK

In practical terms, transparency requires several key steps, including military- to-military contacts and broader exchanges (between weapons labs, for example) of information on defense budgets, doctrine, plans and operations, decisionmaking processes, acquisition, and research and development programs. In its most intrusive form, transparency involves full accounting of a declared activity or a commitment to a treaty regime. The purpose of mutually understood declaratory policies and doctrines is to spell out the rules of the game and thus those actions that could lead to confrontation. The goal is to enable each state to engage in reciprocal and observable activities that signal a commitment to enforcing predictable rules of behavior in times of peace and of crisis as part of a strategy to avoid the miscalculation that could lead to war. Transparency requires both sides to be ready to take measures that permit them to exchange sensitive information and to share perceptions about the risks and threats that could undermine international security. During the Cold War, the superpowers realized that they could inflict extraordinary harm on each other with nuclear weapons, and they experienced several near misses, such as the Cuban missile crisis. In that climate, both sides gradually came to understand that transparency, which was often pursued through arms control measures, could improve their security. Today, however, no such degree of animosity exists between the United States and China; nor is it clear that Washington or Beijing believes that it confronts a common problem in space, which demands mutual collaboration. Ironically, the absence of prolonged, severe tensions and the ambiguity that continues to surround the future of bilateral ties have obscured the potential dangers of competition in space. This lack of urgency partly explains why there is still no consensus in Washington on whether to constrain or expand U.S. military activities in space.  

1NC #7 - A2 Relations Spillover

Space coop doesn’t spill over – their card

Johnson-Freese '5 – Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval War College (Joan, Nov, “Maintaining US leadership in human spaceflight,” Summons, RG)
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.

1NC #7 – No US-China War
No (Taiwan) war – unlikely / low probability

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)

Until May 2008, the Taiwan Strait was a hot spot for military conflicts that could potentially drag China and the U.S. into a major war. This prospect put tremendous pressure on the PLA to search for ways to counter the massive conventional military superiority of the U.S. Now, because of Taiwan President Ma Ying-jeou’s accommodation strategy toward Beijing, a new cross-strait relationship has emerged. Military tension and pernicious mutual mistrust have given way to institutionalized dialogues, expanded economic integration, and greater people-to-people exchanges. Indeed, the Taiwan Strait situation has been completely altered since Ma assumed the presidency in May 2008. The Taiwan Affairs Office of the State Council of China has declared that cross-strait relations have “achieved a historical transformation.” This new and positive assessment has drastically changed the PLA’s perception of the prospects for war in the strait, and thus the possibility of U.S. military intervention. Major General Peng Guangqian of the PLA Academy of Military Sciences commented that economic integration and institutionalized political dialogues would make military conflict in the Taiwan Strait “unlikely and even unthinkable.” 48 Yan Xuetong, an influential Chinese international relations scholar with close ties to the military, has also revised his past pessimistic views. Whereas he once insisted that war in the strait was inevitable, he now believes that the probability is, currently, extremely low. 49 With minimized chances of military conflict occurring in the Taiwan Strait, the PLA should no longer be obsessed with the prospect of U.S. intervention. Indeed, the Taiwan Strait constitutes the only realistically plausible cause of war between China and the U.S. As noted earlier, Major General Jin Yinan recently concluded that the prospect of such a military conflict was extremely unlikely.

1NC #7 - Relations Resilient
China war won’t happen – Sino-US relations are resilient  

China Daily 3 [2-13 lexis]

During President Jiang Zemin’s visit to the United States last year, he and Bush stated that China and the United States had extensive and crucial common interests and should expand their exchanges and co-operation in various areas to develop a constructive and co-operative Sino-US relationship. Improving Sino-US relations thus became the inevitable option in Washington’s China policy. Since the mid-1980s, economic and trade exchanges have been a vital factor in bilateral ties and remain the most resilient chain. Bearing in mind the huge economic interests arising from China’s entry to the World Trade Organization (WTO), Bush emphasized the importance of Sino-US economic and trade relations, even when pursuing a hard-line China policy in the initial period of his tenure. History has proved that, despite some twists and turns, common interests have overweighed differences in Sino-US relations.

The US and China are too economically dependent to become rivals

Bremmer 8 [Ian Bremmer, president of Eurasia Group, a political risk consultancy, and senior fellow at the World Policy Institute., Fortune, 1/24, l/n

Yet Washington won't be able to look to its Cold War rivalry with the Soviets for historical lessons in global conflict management. That's because the U.S.-China competition isn't built on the same zero-sum model. Despite their rivalry, the two countries depend on each other for success--even economic stability. Chinese demand is a stimulant for the global economic growth on which American prosperity depends. And China, because it exports so much to the U.S., has built up a trade surplus that is invested largely in U.S. Treasuries. A quick withdrawal could raise interest rates here and undercut economic growth.
Competition inevitable but economic interdependence checks

Hon 2009, Chua Chin, He is the US Bureau Chief of Singapore, “US-China competition yes, but conflict? No,” Government of Singapore, http://www.pmo.gov.sg/content/pmosite/mediacentre/inthenews/ministermentor/2009/October/us-china_competitionyesbutconflictno.html
WASHINGTON: Competition between the United States and a rising China is inevitable, but conflict between the two powers is not, Minister Mentor Lee Kuan Yew said yesterday. 'Unlike US-Soviet relations during the Cold War, there is no bitter, irreconcilable ideological conflict between the US and a China that has enthusiastically embraced the market,' he noted in his keynote address at the US-Asean Business Council's 25th anniversary gala dinner. '(The Chinese leaders) have concluded that their best strategy is to build a strong and prosperous future and use their huge and increasingly highly skilled and educated workers to out-sell and out-build all others.' So Beijing will try its best to avoid souring ties with Washington, or do anything that would jeopardise its 'peaceful rise' - a phrase the Chinese use to assuage concerns about their rising clout.

Relations are higher than believed – studies prove

GA citing Jesperson 2010, Marc Eggers, He is a contributor to North Georgia News, Dr. Chris Jesperson, Professor of History and the Dean of the School of Arts and Letters at NGCSU, and he was speaking in participation with a series of lectures called “Great Decisions” and he is the author of the book “American Images of China,” “U.S.-China relations better than most think,” North Georgia News, http://www.accessnorthga.com/detail.php?n=227814
Jesperson spoke from his own personal experiences in traveling to China and from his extensive study of current events. His position is that relations between the U.S. and China are not nearly as negative as many would suppose. He feels that because China is so heavily invested in our economy, and because of the overall positive image that most Chinese have of the United States, China wants America to do well. Our success bodes well for them. “The Chinese do not want to see the American economy collapse,”� he offered. And regarding military issues, such as North Korea, Jespersen said, “Beijing is as puzzled about what to do with the North Korean leaders as the U.S. is.”

Relations are resilient 

Zhang 10 Tiejun, Associate Professor at School of International and Public Affairs, Jiaotong University, he is an expert on US-China Relations, “US-China Relations. A Mature Marriage, More or Less”, ISPI http://www.ispionline.it/it/documents/PB_182_2010.pdf
As was shown above, US-China relations are on the path of recovery after months of bilateral friction centered around controversy over the Chinese currency, US arms sales to Taiwan, the Obama-Dalai Lama meeting and Google. China’s participation in the Washington Nuclear Security Summit and the bilateral meeting between Hu Jintao and Obama during the summit were important even if China (as Obama hoped) did not declare that it would (at least in principle) be prepared to support and implement. Instead, Hu Jintao confirmed that China is (at least for the time) above all interested and determined to solve the Iranian nuclear crisis through diplomacy and negotiations. US-China relations will in the months and years ahead continue to experience ups and downs and controversy, but it seems that both Washington and Beijing are willing (and certainly able) to deal with problems on the bilateral agenda in a more calm and constructive way. To be sure, problems and disagreements over the bilateral trade deficit in China’s favor, Chinese currency exchange rate policies and disagreements as regards nuclear and international security policies are bound to remain on the US-China agenda, despite the fact that Washington and Beijing decided to deal with these issues more calmly and responsibly. Looking ahead for the rest of the year and beyond, I argue that three concepts and realities will define US-Chinese relations: 1) “nature”; 2) “pattern”; and 3) “complexity of the bilateral relations”. As regards “nature”, qualitative changes to Sino-US relations took place through changes in international politics, economics and security, in this case most relevantly, through China’s rapid economic rise and the above mentioned relative decline of US influence in global politics, economic and security. Secondly, the “pattern” of the bilateral US-Chinese relations has not changed over the years: Sometimes bilateral US-Chinese ties experienced lows (Taiwan, Tibet, issues related to currency and trade), sometimes highs. If that continues to be the pattern of US-Chinese relations, it is unlikely that there will be a sudden and lasting worsening of relations while it is equally unlikely that bilateral ties will improve dramatically given the disagreements and occasional friction related to e.g. trade and international security. Consequently, Washington and Beijing are advised to dedicate and invest sufficient time and resources to make necessary adjustments to the relationship when necessary. Thirdly, the “complexity” of the bilateral US-China relations will continue to be defined by the co-existence of a number of conflicting issues on the bilateral US-Chinese agenda.

1NC #8 – Space Mil Inevitable
Space has already been militarized 

John A. Tirpak, Senior Editor, March 01. Air Force Magazine Online. http://www.afa.org/magazine/march2001/0301space.asp “The Space Commission Reports”.   

The argument about the militarization of space is "moot," he said, "because space has been militarized. The issue is, whether you weaponize space." He noted that there is a ban on nuclear weapons tests in space, but otherwise, there is "no prohibition against weapons in space today" under any existing treaty. Moreover, he noted that a handful of nations already have the "crude" means to do great damage to a satellite constellation.  Fact of Life  "Militarization of space is a fact of life," Fogleman asserted. He added that weapons applicable to space are further along than most suspect and predicted that directed energy weapons will be a "centerpiece" of the US military's arsenal within 20 years.  In later discussion with reporters, he said the commission didn't intend to "challenge the aerospace integration [concept]. ... I don't think aerospace integration and a restructured space segment of the US Air Force are mutually exclusive."  The point of aerospace integration is to merge space capabilities into all facets of warfare and bring down barriers between space power and field commanders who need it, but Fogleman said that many of those barriers already "have been knocked down" and had to do with security classification and "nothing to do with organizational structure." While the Air Force has not suffered much until now by putting nonspace experts in command of space organizations, this needs to change, Fogleman said.
Space weapons have already been deployed – all their arms race arguments are false 

USA TODAY 6-13-05    

We've seen it before, nations reacting not to threats but to illusory phantoms, or to badly reasoned deductions.  Russia is particularly vulnerable to such manipulation, from the major defensive weapons systems it fielded to  counter U.S. armaments that appeared only on the pages of Aviation Week, to scary space hardware it actually  built to combat what it saw as "soldier-astronauts" aboard militarized Gemini, Apollo and space shuttle  vehicles.    In recent years, historians have revealed that Soviet Premier Leonid Brezhnev bankrupted his country's space  program by demanding that his engineers build a copy of NASA's space shuttle because his advisers persuaded  him that the United States wanted to use it for bombing Moscow. Aside from the waste, building such hardware  created new hazards to everyone involved.    Now come the newest stories that echo down the interconnected corridors of the American mainstream media,  about "killer satellites" and "death stars" and "Rods from God" bombardment systems — as if the  Hollywoodized terminology wasn't a clue that most of the subject matter was equally imaginary.    Take the opening paragraph of a recent Christian Science Monitor editorial that denounced what it portrayed as  "the possible first-ever overt deployment of weapons where heretofore only satellites and astronauts have gone."  But history reveals an entirely different reality.    Weapons have occasionally been deployed in space for decades, without sparking mass arms races or hair-  trigger tensions. These are not just systems that send warheads through space, such as intercontinental missiles  or the proposed global bomber. These are systems that put the weapons into stable orbits, circling Earth, based  in space. And these systems were all Russian ones, by the way, most of them predating President Reagan's  "Strategic Defense Initiative" to develop an anti-missile system. 

1NC #8 – Alt cause
US space mil causes asymmetric Chinese space mil – coop can’t solve

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)

Chinese strategists certainly perceive the U.S. quest for space dominance as damaging to China’s national security; whoever controls space will have the edge in winning the next war. Indeed, Chinese military and civilian strategists argue that the U.S. search for “absolute security” jeopardizes other countries’ security. It is widely reported in Chinese military literature that the U.S. has already developed and is in fact implementing a master plan for military dominance in space. The challenge for China is to prevent the U.S. from jumping too far ahead. As observed by a major study organized by the General Staff of the PLA, “In recent decades the U.S. has been consistently pursuing dominance in space in order to become its overlord.” 18 The study also points out that the U.S. is the first country to develop a full set of doctrines for space militarization and dominance: In April 1998, the U.S. Space Command published its long-term strategic development plan, Vision for 2020, which specifically proposed the concept of space dominance and revealed the goals of allowing the American military to use space weapons to attack the enemy’s land, sea, air, and space targets. World opinion believes this represented the formal debut of U.S. space war theory and indicated an important first step by the U.S. military toward space war. 19 Li Daguang, one of the most influential PLA experts on space war, also alleges that the U.S. has initiated “a new space war” to maintain its status as “the overlord of space.” He claims that the ultimate goal of the U.S. space program is to “build a powerful military empire in outer space that attempts to include any space between earth and moon under American jurisdiction.” Under this empire, “without U.S. permission, any country, including even its allies, will not be able to use outer space for military or other purposes.” One particular concern for the Chinese military is that the U.S. may no longer be content with merely militarizing space, which involves extensive use of satellites for military operations. Instead, weaponization of space is on the agenda. The PLA now believes that the U.S. is on the verge of important breakthroughs in the development of weapons for space war. As one study claims: “Currently, the U.S. military already possesses or will soon possess ASAT technologies with real combat capabilities, such as aircraft-launched ASAT missiles, land-based laser ASAT weapons, and space-based energy ASAT weapons.” 21 Moreover, the PLA suggests that the U.S. is trying to acquire space-based weapons to attack targets on earth: The U.S. military is developing orbital bombers, which fly on low altitude orbits, and when given combat orders, will re-enter the atmosphere and attack ground targets. This kind of weapon has high accuracy and stealth capability, and is able to launch sudden strikes. These capabilities make it impossible for enemies to defend against. Orbital bombers thus can strike at any target anywhere on the planet. It is the major means for the U.S. military to perform global combat in the 21st century.

SMD causes China 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)

The second factor adding to the security dilemma in the U.S.-China military space relationship involves U.S. efforts to rewrite the established rule of nuclear deterrence, i.e., mutually assured destruction (MAD), that prevailed during the Cold War era. According to Glasner and Fetter, the U.S. has been pursuing a new deterrence posture that combines offensive and defensive capabilities. 25 Chinese strategists believe that the U.S. military space program, to a significant extent, is driven by missile defense. For example, in a study organized by the General Staff of the PLA, Major General Xu Hezhen charges that the U.S. is developing space-based laser weapons for missile defense. According to him, “A total of 14–24 satellites deployed on different orbits will constitute a defensive system. Relying on data from early warning systems, it can intercept ballistic missiles launched from anywhere in the world.” 26 In another study, Major General Ling Yongshun argues that the U.S. is implementing a coherent plan to neutralize other countries’ strategic deterrence through the deployment of space-based missile defense. As he observes: Using space weapons to attack ballistic targets is a major goal of space weapon development. The U.S. believes that others’ ballistic missiles pose significant threats to its security. To be immune from this threat, the U.S. is putting major efforts into ballistic missile defense, with space-based weapons being one of the important intercepting platforms. 27 In October 2008, the U.S. Congress approved $5 million for an independent study of possible space-based missile defense. This move gravely alarmed the Chinese military, which believed that the deployment of space-based missile defense could become inevitable. In fact, some PLA experts have claimed Li Daguang even charged that this decision by the U.S. Congress amounted to “declaring a new Cold War against China.” 29 Chinese military strategists believe U.S. missile defense poses a real threat to China’s nuclear deterrent. Until recently, the Chinese military tended to believe that U.S. missile defense could not effectively deter a major nuclear power like China or Russia. It was thought that a range of countermeasures, such as deploying decoys and multiple warheads, could be employed to deceive and overwhelm U.S. missile defense. Now, however, with the maturing of a multilayered missile defense system by the U.S. and its allies, Chinese nuclear experts are losing confidence in China’s offensive capabilities. This pessimism was illustrated in a 2008 interview of Wang Wenchao in a Chinese military magazine. Wang, credited with being the chief designer of China’s sea-based strategic missiles, expressed grave pessimism about China’s offensive nuclear capability against U.S. missile defense. He said, “I have done research: Facing a multi-tiered missile defense system, if any single layer can achieve a success rate of 70%, then 100 single warhead missiles could all be intercepted even if they are mounting a simultaneous attack.” 30 More This is why Wu Tianfu—arguably the most important deterrence strategist of the Second Artillery of the PLA, which runs China’s strategic nuclear forces—charges that the U.S. has “forced China to engage in a space arms race.” Specifically, U.S. missile defense has forced China to integrate space war with its strategic nuclear deterrence. China must possess the ability to weaken American space-based assets such as early-warning satellites, to ensure the credibility of its own offensive nuclear forces. Thus, space war and nuclear war are now intertwined in Chinese strategic thinking. Indeed, China’s official media have credited Wu with establishing the PLA’s first space war research institute. Shen Dingli, a prominent Chinese nuclear expert, also states that the January 2007 ASAT test was crucial for China’s nuclear deterrence: “When an America with both superior nuclear and conventional arsenals aspires to build missile defense, China’s response is first to oppose it verbally, then counter it with action if the U.S. refuses to stop. China cannot afford to lose the effectiveness of its still-limited nuclear deterrent.” 33 The result is China pursuing an emerging integrated space-nuclear strategy. As argued by Hou Xiaohe and Zhang Hui, strategists at the PLA National Defense University, space warfare will aim at the eyes and ears of missile defense, which are early-warning satellites and other sensors deployed in space. China’s ability to cripple these U.S. space assets will significantly weaken the effectiveness of American missile defense, allowing less time and providing less accurate information to guide ground-based interceptors toward the incoming missiles. The strategists also point out that this strategy is more cost-effective than merely expanding China’s nuclear missiles: “Using limited resources to develop anti-satellite weapons to attack enemy space assets that are costly and easily damaged will become an important choice for weaker countries.” 34 Lieutenant General Ge Dongsheng gives the most systematic elaboration of the new integrated space-nuclear strategy: “Developing space capability and creating a new type of integrated space-nuclear strategic force is the guarantee of effective deterrence and counter-strike.” According to General Ge, this strategy is now a necessity with the emerging link between space war and nuclear deterrence: With the development and integration of space and information technologies, we must recognize that early warning, surveillance, tracking, communication and guidance, which are all critical for nuclear war, are increasingly dependent on space systems. Thus, improving nuclear capability through space capability is now an unavoidable trend. We therefore must accelerate the development of space capability to create a new type of integrated space-nuclear strategic force. . . . Through anti-satellite weapons, we can clear a pathway for nuclear missiles so that our nuclear force can survive, effectively penetrate, and accurately hit targets. The Chinese effort to integrate nuclear and space warfare capabilities is an inevitable response to the security dilemma created by U.S. missile defense. As Joan Johnson-Freese and Thomas Nicols point out, “It is unsurprising that other nations would logically view the same capability as a direct threat to the effectiveness of their own nuclear deterrent.” They argue that given the very limited size of the Chinese nuclear deterrent, U.S. missile defense has forced China to pursue space war capabilities as a countermeasure.

A2 – SOEs Don’t Link

SOE funding boosts militarization – China uses them to steal tech and military funds – their author
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, http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/upload/wysiwyg/center%20publication%20pdfs/gaffneyuscctestimony.pdf//jchen
It is hard to imagine a better person to accomplish this vital contribution to   transparency and accountability than Chairman Cox.  After all, in his previous   incarnation, Rep. Cox chaired a congressional commission that concluded in 1999 The Securities and Exchange Commission collects little information   helpful in monitoring PRC commercial activities in the United States. This lack of   information is due only in part to the fact that many PRC front companies are   privately held and ultimately -- if indirectly -- wholly-owned by the PRC and the   Chinese Communist Party itself.  Increasingly, the PRC is using U.S. capital   markets both as a source of central government  funding for military and   commercial development and as a means of cloaking  U.S. technology   acquisition efforts by its front companies with a patina of regularity and   respectability.  (Emphasis added.)    What the Cox Commission found to be true in 1999 is even more true today.  In   fact, it is even more true than it was when a second, independent commission chaired by   former CIA Director John Deutch determined that:   Because there is currently no national security-based review of entities   seeking to gain access to our capital markets, investors are unlikely to know   that they may be assisting in the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction   by providing funds to known proliferators. Aside from the moral implications,   there are potential financial consequences of proliferation activity -- such as the   possible imposition of trade and financial sanctions -- which could negatively   impact investors.    The Deutch panel felt so strongly about the need to address this problem that it   went on to recommend that:     [The U.S. government] assess options for denying proliferators access to   U.S. capital markets. Options considered should include ways to enhance   transparency, such as requiring more detailed reporting on the individuals   or companies seeking access or disclosure of proliferation-related activity, as   well as mechanisms to bar entry of such entities into the U.S. capital markets.   Along with the possible costs and benefits of various options, this review should   consider the potential effectiveness of unilateral actions and the impact of those   options on the health and viability of the global capital market in general and U.S.   capital markets in particular.  (Emphasis added.) The Congress’ Role   If all else fails, I would urge that Congress take up the cudgel as it did so usefully   in the CNOOC-Unocal case.  In particular, until such time as state-owned entities like the   Bank of China and the China Construction Bank, along with their investment banks, list   these Chinese enterprises’ entire loan portfolios, the legislative branch should act to block   the initial public offerings of such banks in the U.S. equity markets. This is only reasonable. After all, just as the loans of a bank are its assets, asset   quality is a fundamental calculation for would-be American investors prepared to conduct   serious pre-investment due diligence.   

Chinese SOE’s are a front for proliferation activities

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, http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/upload/wysiwyg/center%20publication%20pdfs/gaffneyuscctestimony.pdf//jchen
 Even though one can be confident that these Chinese banks, and their U.S. and   possibly foreign investment bank advisors, labored hard to “window dress” those   institutions by removing a myriad of non-performing and controversial loans (particularly   to other state-owned enterprises), I would bet the ranch that such loan portfolios will still   include defense-related industries, known proliferators, arms smugglers and producers,   human rights abusers, environmental despoilers and enterprises associated with the   repression of Tibet and human liberties more generally.      We must stop confusing free trade with China with a free pass for some of its   most worrisome activities -- and the state-owned enterprises who engage in them.


SOEs will fail – government sponsored, inefficient and corrupt

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, (2011, “"US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown,” www.cgee.org.br/atividades/redirKori/6249, Caplan)
First and perhaps foremost to the potential success of Chinese long-term plans, China must persist with on-going efforts to reform its space industries. Most space industries in China were born as part of often behemoth State Owned Enterprises (SOEs) and had programs bestowed on them rather than competing for them. Consequently, both efficiency and effectiveness suffered. SOEs are being dismantled as fast as prudence and (in the case of defense-related industries) national security allows, though bureaucratic, political and corruption issues slow the process. In a globalized world, those issues can turn potential global competitors into, to use Thomas Friedman's term, “roadkill” [3] very quickly. While employment is a key domestic issue in China, maintaining the SOEs as jobs-programs and the Chinese version of pork-barrel politics is not in China's long-term interest.


A2 – Relations Spillover
Relations aren’t reverse causal – space cooperation doesn’t spillover
Asia Times, Peter J Brown, journalist, 1/6/10, “China's space program poised to surge”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/LA06Ad01.html//jchen
The fact that the Obama administration is placing considerable emphasis on the need to initiate a formal program with China in the area of space science in particular is adding to the sense that longstanding barriers might be overcome.   "This will give the US an opportunity to learn the mechanics of working with the Chinese and them with us, before progressing to areas like human spaceflight. This is a very smart move," said Johnson-Freese. "It keeps expectations low, and minimizes the impact of those who employ inflated fears of 'technology transfer' as a reason not to work with China. But, inflating risks for political reasons will always occur."   Hagt sees the establishment of some form of joint relationship in space as inevitable.   "China has always been receptive to the idea, and perhaps currently the US has increasingly warmed to the idea," said Hagt. "So perhaps Obama will be the [former US president Richard] Nixon of space relations and finally end the impasse."   After the recent climate summit in Copenhagen, where China objected so strenuously to any form of satellite-based environmental monitoring, experts are being compelled to rethink China's degree of receptivity in this regard.   "Scientific exchange, perhaps deep-space exploration are possibilities. But sharing of environmental monitoring data for disaster and humanitarian relief purposes is more pressing and a logical place to begin," said Hagt. "Still, space remains dominated in both countries by a strategic perspective, and suspicion between the two dominates the view of one another in space. There has not been much change here of late. I suspect the two are moving inexorably toward some form of accommodation in space, something that will offer symbolic and political points, but not much beyond that."   In other words, until overall relations improve and until specifically military-to-military relations warm considerably, there is little if any hope that relations in space specifically will improve. 


***CREDIBILITY***

Credibility Frontline

1. NASA credibility’s empirically resilient – survived budget cuts, political pressure and public skepticism 
Taylor Dinerman, senior editor at the Hudson Institute’s New York branch, Consultant for the Department of Defense, co-author of the forthcoming Towards a Theory of Spacepower: Selected Essays, from National Defense University Press, 5/13/11, “The irreplaceable Space Shuttle”. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1863/1//jchen
Last year, the Obama administration cancelled the Bush return-to-the-Moon program. They are supposedly committed to building a new Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle based on the Orion capsule from the Constellation program. Sadly, as the Apollo astronauts Neil Armstrong, Jim Lovell, and Gene Cernan wrote in USA Today, “Congress has mandated the development of rocket launchers and spacecraft to explore the near solar system beyond Earth orbit. But NASA has not yet announced a convincing strategy for their use. After a half century of remarkable progress, a coherent plan for maintaining America’s leadership in space exploration is no longer apparent.”  Now NASA is hoping that the commercial launch industry will provide the US with a way to get its astronauts to and from orbit. The companies involved have made a lot of promises, but are moving slowly and cautiously towards the goal of providing “airliner type service” to space. Some observers, like Armstrong, Lovell, and Cernan, are unconvinced.  The shuttles are headed for museums and for the history books. The debates over what was, or should be, the right space policy will go on. Yet in all the noise and smoke of the arguments the accomplishments of the shuttle program are forgotten.  In spite of inadequate budgets, political pressure, and unrealistic public expectations, NASA built an amazing vehicle. The men and women of America’s space agency and its contractors should be proud of what they managed to do. It’s hard to be optimistic about the future of NASA, but the agency has recovered from past disasters and neglect, and it may do so again.

2. Unconditional US cooperation is perceived as weakness – tanks US and NASA soft power
Taylor Dinerman (their author), senior editor at the Hudson Institute’s New York branch and co-author of the forthcoming Towards a Theory of Spacepower: Selected Essays, from National Defense University Press, 11/30/09, “Just how soft is NASA’s soft power going to be?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1519/1//jchen

While there are lots of serious reasons to object to the Obama Administration’s opening up an expanded relationship between NASA and the Chinese National Space Administration (CNSA) it is probably too late to stop the process. They will be, according to the joint statement released earlier this month when President Obama visited China, “starting a dialogue on human spaceflight and space exploration, based on the principals of transparency, reciprocity and mutual benefit.” If any agreements are reached that truly reflect these principles, the president and his team will deserve all the credit that will come their way, but meanwhile, skepticism is inevitable.  While the Chinese have been slowly opening their manned spaceflight program to the rest of the world, they have a long way to go before they match the US or, for that matter, the Russians. If China does in fact enter into a long-term relationship with NASA, this could be a good thing, but only if the US negotiates from a position of strength. Right now, fairly or unfairly, the administration is seen as weak. The Augustine committee report states: “If the U.S. is willing to lead a global program of exploration, sharing both the burdens and the benefits of space exploration in a meaningful way, significant benefits could follow. Actively engaging international partners in a manner adapted to today’s multipolar world could strengthen geopolitical relationships, leverage global financial and technological resources, and enhance the exploration enterprise.” Nice words, but not a very substantial basis for policy.  The Bush Administration’s approach was arrogant. They said, in effect, “We’re going to the Moon, and eventually to Mars, if you want to come along, fine. Don’t get in the way and pull your own weight.” This may have disturbed some foreign space policymakers, but it at least had the virtue of being clear and reflecting financial and technical realities. Unless there is a radical change in both US policy and in the shape of the world’s economy these realities are not going to change for at least the foreseeable future; say twenty years.  As of now the Obama Administration is still making up its mind what to do, where it wants to go, and above all what it wants to spend. There is at least a possibility that the next NASA budget will simply reflect the status quo. If there is a large cut to the budget then the plans may change, but it will be difficult to durably change the overall direction of the program. At some point, a little more than a decade from now, America will send humans beyond low Earth orbit.  Atmospherics, however, are also important. If the US is seen as meekly asking the rest of the world to please support the goals and ambitions of the exploration program, it will be treated with contempt. This will not only make it exceptionally difficult to come up with acceptable international agreements, but it will almost certainly ensure that the next Congress or the next administration will seek to overturn any unfair, unequal, or humiliating deals made by the current leadership. NASA’s experience with major international exploration agreements has been mixed. The Apollo-Soyuz deal put together by Nixon and Brezhnev in 1972 and flown in 1975 was a bit of propaganda for the idea of “detente”. As Walter McDougall put it in his authoritative …the Heavens and the Earth: A Political History of the Space Age, “it gave Soviet technicians the chance to traipse through US space facilities and flight operations firsthand.” That’s something the Chinese can do today simply by going on the Internet.  The Apollo-Soyuz flight was a dead end. Twenty years later, in February 1995, the Shuttle flew its first mission to Russia’s Mir space station. This was an early step in NASA’s second great international program, the International Space Station (ISS), and in spite of everything it has been a technological success. It has taught NASA and its partners invaluable lessons in building and maintaining large structures in space. The Clinton Administration, which created the program, and the George W. Bush administration, which largely built and paid for it, made sure that it was recognized as a US-led program.  Neither of these projects represents a good or accurate model for the current situation. With Apollo-Soyuz the hardware already existed, so modifying it for the “Handshake in Space” that was intended to symbolize the end of the US-Soviet confrontation was not that difficult. The ISS project was based on previous work done by NASA on Space Station Freedom and above all on the need for Clinton to show some magnanimity towards the Russians. Today Washington’s political motivation for a US-Chinese joint space project is pretty murky.  The Chinese have publicly laid out a path that does not require any international cooperation. They could change their plans, but this might upset delicate internal political or industrial arrangements that we know nothing about. There has been a lot of speculation about the exact motives that drive their human exploration program, but few hard facts have emerged.  On the other hand, we know that the Obama Administration and Congress are chock-a-block full of motivations, many of them contradictory or confused, but all of them expressed with passion. There are political motivations: after all, Florida, Texas, and California are all big voter-rich states. There are questions of prestige and international power. There are industrial, scientific, and technological reasons why leaders in Washington think that this is important. There is a strong desire on the part of both parties to use NASA’s accomplishments as a way to inspire kids to study science and engineering.  In all of NASA’s programs, ever since the Eisenhower days, there has been an element of “soft power”. Some administrations have used it more effectively than others, but it has always been there. Yet this kind of power is only a tool, not a goal in itself. If the US presents itself as too eager for partnership agreements or too weak to explore the solar system without assistance, then the world and the American people will only see softness.
3. Obama’s presidency at all time high – bin Laden, economic growth and public support
Jim Kuhnhenn, reporter for the associated press, 6/6/11, “Barack Obama finds solid ground, high approval ratings, White House confident about re-election”, http://www.philasun.com/news/1775/34/Barack-Obama-finds-solid-ground-high-approval-ratings-White-House-confident-about-re-election.html
WASHINGTON — Six months after Republicans alarmed Democrats with a midterm election wave, President Barack Obama has shaken off the jitters and found his political footing despite sluggish economic growth and deep public anxiety about the direction of the country.   The White House now displays an air of confidence, bolstered in part by achievements such as the killing of Osama bin Laden by U.S. commandos and the financial success of an auto industry that Obama bailed out over the objections of many.   Obama is also benefiting from the absence of negatives. The economy, while lethargic, is growing. The private sector is creating jobs. Natural disasters, while deadly and plentiful, have not developed into governmental crises. Skyrocketing gas prices, which fed the public's economic fears, are now subsiding. And the GOP's signature budget plan, ambitious in its spending reductions, has lost its luster with the public.   "It is likely he will be re-elected, in my opinion," veteran Republican pollster Wes Anderson says.   What's more, the president appears to be enjoying the still lingering but more intangible effects of his election in 2008, a watershed for the nation. Polls show Obama with strong favorability and likability ratings even as he faces ambivalence over his handling of the presidency. 


1NC #1 – NASA Credibility Resilient
NASA prestige still intact despite shuttle cancellation – Orion retains capacity for human space flight

National Post, Matt Gurney, member of the National Post editorial board, 6/10/11, “Matt Gurney: NASA gets its ships. Now it needs a mission”, http://fullcomment.nationalpost.com/2011/06/10/matt-gurney-nasa-gets-its-ships-now-it-needs-a-mission///jchen
When he cancelled the program, President Obama reprioritized NASA’s objectives. Rather than the moon and Mars program, NASA would instead work with the private sector to develop the technology and procedures to allow NASA to contract out the firing of cargo and astronauts into low Earth orbit, where the International Space Station resides, to private firms. He also tasked NASA with developing advanced propulsion technologies, something more efficient and less costly than the current generation of chemically propelled rockets, and also put emphasis on the design of a modern heavy lift rocket, necessary to carry large payloads into low Earth orbit and beyond. But he did not order the construction of a new generation of space ships that could carry astronauts into space. With the shuttles at the end of their lives, it would have left the United States without a space fleet with which to conduct missions of exploration. Essentially, it meant the end of American manned exploration of our solar system. While fiscally defensible, the decision was heartbreaking to millions.  Those millions may have some cause for optimism. NASA, with Congressional support, has revived a part of the Constellation program: the Orion crew capsule. These small but high-tech space ships would provide enough space and supplies for four astronauts to conduct three-week missions. They are essentially modern-day updates of the Apollo program capsules that took men to the moon in the 1960s and ’70s, and avoid the costly mistakes of the well-intentioned but fundamentally flawed space shuttles, which despite their high-tech reputation, never lived up to the hopes of their designers.  That leaves NASA with a rocket and new ships under development, and that’s a good thing for science, for exploration and for the prestige of the United States. But it also means that there are expensive items being developed with no clear mission or purpose — President Obama cancelled the program that Orion and the heavy lift rocket were to have been used for. NASA needs a realistic plan on how they can be used. In this early epoch of space travel, it is too early to hope for dollar-for-dollar economic returns from flights into the deep black of space, but there are real, tangible benefits that can be achieved, with the right mission and the will to accomplish it.

1NC #2 – Cred Loss Inevitable
Empirically proven – budget failures and launch delays are structural

John Kelly, columnist for Florida Today, 6/15/11, “John Kelly: Shedding light on NASA delays”, http://www.floridatoday.com/article/20110612/COLUMNISTS0405/106120317/John-Kelly-Shedding-light-NASA-delays//jchen

NASA's penchant for busting budgets and schedules on big projects is not limited to one or two missions.  Last week, we reported on the multibillion-dollar cost overruns and almost decade-long launch delay for the space agency's next big space observatory, the James Webb Space Telescope.  Later in the week, NASA's Inspector General released another report citing the potential for more expensive overruns and maybe even a launch delay for the agency's next big mission to Mars. NASA, later that same day, held a news conference to insist the Curiosity rover remains on track to launch later this year. So people often ask, "Why does this keep happening?"  For decades, auditors with the Government Accountability Office, the NASA Inspector General, the White House Office of Management and Budget and other independent bodies have consistently offered several broad flaws in the way that big- government space projects are fielded and managed. They've found the same kinds of problems, over and over again, in almost every space project that has blown its budget and launch target.  With each successive audit, NASA and its contractors offer similar explanations about the unique complexity of the missions as well as pledges to make improvements. However, the mistakes are repeated.  The basic reasons are:   Project leaders often lowball lifetime costs of the mission. Some suggest it's done on purpose to keep the initial cost of a project artificially low to win support from budget folks at NASA, Congress and the White House. Once approved, and billions of dollars are spent, it's very difficult to justify shutting off funding and canceling a project that's nearing completion.  Project leadership is overly optimistic about its ability to defeat technical challenges and get things done. The time estimated for achieving a long string of complicated -- and interdependent -- tasks is based on best-case scenarios and ignores the kinds of technical glitches that inevitably will happen. The team pitching the project always assumes it will do a great job overcoming challenges, and do it fast, but something always goes wrong. Multiple delays on a few aspects of a complicated spacecraft have a cascading effect on the next task, and the next one and the next one. Those delays also have costs attached to them, such as keeping workers on the job while awaiting resolution of big problems.

1NC #3 – Credibility Turn

An international mission with China to Mars would jack American leadership and create national security risks

Stewart M. Powell and Dana Amihere, 2010 – staff writers for the Houston Chronicle Washington Bureau (The Houston Chronicle, “Obama puts focus on space partnerships Critics worry plan will reduce U.S. leadership in exploration”, Lexis Nexis)

WASHINGTON - President Barack Obama on Monday opened the door to unprecedented, long-term U.S. cooperation with commercial spacecraft firms and international partners such as China to help carry explorers beyond the moon to asteroids and Mars during the next 30 years. Obama unveiled his overarching space policy as lawmakers on Capitol Hill prepared to cast their first votes today on his proposal to cancel NASA's $108 billion back-to-the-moon Constellation program and instead boost spending for commercial rockets and capsules to carry astronauts and cargo to and from the orbiting space station during the next decade. Neither the president nor White House advisers detailed the role China or other nations might play on the space station or on future multinational missions. "It's a little premature to talk about China and the space station" because it would be "a very complex policy issue," cautioned Jim Kohlenberger, an official in the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy. "There are no imminent plans to include China at this point." Yet the overall tenor of Obama's announcement and the comments of his aides underscored that the administration plans to forge deeper ties with nations such as Russia, India and Brazil to share the risks, costs and rewards of deep space exploration. "No longer are we racing against an adversary," Obama declared. "In fact, one of our central goals is to promote peaceful cooperation and collaboration in space, which not only will ward off conflict, but will help to expand our capacity to operate in orbit and beyond," the president said. Breaking from Bush policy The administration broke ranks with Bush administration policy to crack the door open to possible arms control agreements that might limit nations' ability to deploy space-based weapons. Peter Marquez, White House director of space policy, said Obama was reverting to an approach adopted by Presidents Bill Clinton, George H.W. Bush and Ronald Reagan. Neither the United States nor any other nation currently has space-based weapons. Yet both the United States and China have knocked down one of their own satellites with ground-based anti-satellite systems, provoking concern and stoking international interest in outlawing space-based weaponry. The space policy adopted by the Bush administration also reserved the right of the United States to deny access to space for any nation that was "hostile to U.S. interests." Obama's policy document did not repeat that language. Local concern Houston-area lawmakers voiced concern that NASA's focus on commercial spacecraft and international collaboration would continue to imperil the future of the manned space exploration programs that are the bread and butter of Houston's Johnson Space Center. "What leverage does the president's plan have when our manned space program is being canceled?" wondered Rep. John Culberson, R-Houston. "America needs to maintain our leadership role in space, and we can't do that without a robust human spaceflight program," he said. Rep. Gene Green, D-Houston, dean of the Houston-area congressional delegation, vowed to "continue to urge the administration to work with Congress on a human spaceflight program that does not jeopardize America's leadership role in space exploration or the jobs connected to it." Green helped orchestrate a letter to Obama last week urging a compromise that would salvage some aspects of the Constellation program. U.S. leadership in space International cooperation is "all well and good," said Rep. Ted Poe, R-Humble. But it "should not mean that the U.S. surrenders its leadership in space and becomes reliant on other countries and private industry to get to space." Rep. Michael McCaul, R-Austin, said Obama's actions "contract his rhetoric" because "we can't be the leader in space exploration by cutting our human spaceflight program and relying on other countries and unproven start-up operations that prioritize their own interests to take Americans into space. The inability to control when we launch and where we go particularly threatens our national security."


1NC #4 – Obama Cred High
Obama will rationalize his policies – wont kill presidential power

Gene Healy, vice president @ CATO Institute, “New President Wont Tame Presidential Power” October 14, 2008, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9713]

But there are good reasons to doubt that an Obama administration would meaningfully de-imperialize the presidency.  From Truman and Johnson's undeclared wars to the warrantless wiretapping carried out by FDR, JFK, LBJ and Nixon, the Imperial Presidency has long been a bipartisan phenomenon. In fact, our most recent Democratic president, Bill Clinton went even further than his predecessors in his exercise of extraconstitutional war powers. Prior presidents had unilaterally launched wars in the face of congressional silence. But Clinton's war over Kosovo in 1999 made him the first president to launch a war in the face of several congressional votes denying him the authority to wage it. Recently, Barack Obama has found his own convenient rationales for endorsing broad presidential powers in the area of surveillance. When he signed on to the surveillance bill Congress passed this summer, Sen. Obama broke an explicit campaign promise to filibuster any legislation that would grant immunity to FISA-flouting telecom companies. By voting for the bill, Obama helped legalize large swaths of a dragnet surveillance program he'd long claimed to oppose. Perhaps some were comforted by Obama's "firm pledge that as president, I will carefully monitor the program." But our constitutional structure envisions stronger checks than the supposed benevolence of our leaders. What motivated Obama's flip-flop? Was it a desire to look "tough" on national security-or was it that, as he seems ever closer to winning the office, broad presidential powers seem increasingly appealing? Either way, it's clear that the post-9/11 political environment will provide enormous incentives for the next president to embrace Bush-like theories of executive power. Can we really expect a Democratic president, publicly suspected of being "soft on terror," to spend much political capital making himself less powerful? Not likely, say analysts on both sides of the political spectrum. Law professors Jack Balkin and Sanford Levinson, both left-leaning civil libertarians, predict that "the next Democratic president will likely retain significant aspects of what the Bush administration has done"; in fact, "future presidents may find that they enjoy the discretion and lack of accountability created by Bush's unilateral gambits." Jack Goldsmith, head of the Bush administration's OLC from 2003-04, argues that "if anything, the next Democratic president - having digested a few threat matrices ... will be even more anxious than the current president to thwart the threat." There was always something difficult to swallow in the notion that a man running as the reincarnation of JFK could be relied upon to end the Imperial Presidency. Barack Obama has done more than any candidate in recent memory to raise expectations for the office, expectations that were extraordinarily high to begin with. Over the course of the 20th century, more and more Americans looked to the president to perform miracles, from "managing the economy," to warding off hurricanes and providing seamless protection from foreign threats. As responsibility flowed to the center, the presidency grew far more powerful than the framers of our Constitution had ever intended it to be. We shouldn't be surprised then, if, during an Obama administration the Audacity of Hope gives rise to the Arrogance of Power.

Obama is still favorable with voters that are key to reelection.
Jim Kuhnhenn, reporter for the associated press, Jun 6, 2011, “Barack Obama finds solid ground, high approval ratings, White House confident about re-election”, http://www.philasun.com/news/1775/34/Barack-Obama-finds-solid-ground-high-approval-ratings-White-House-confident-about-re-election.html

Former New Hampshire Republican Party chairman Fergus Cullen said the symbolic power of Obama's election as the first black president carries enormous good will that will be difficult for Republicans to overcome.   "Centrist voters and the ones who decide elections are still fundamentally rooting for the guy," Cullen said. "People who don't view politics in ideological terms give him the benefit of the doubt, and that is an incredible political asset to have."   Obama's inner circle, always wary of sounding too self-assured, is not hiding its optimism.   "I would rather be us than them," said one of the president's top political advisers, David Axelrod.   Pollster Andrew Kohut of the nonpartisan Pew Research Center compared Obama's place in 2011 to President Ronald Reagan's at a similar point during his first term, more than a year before he won re-election in 1984.   "They both came from an ideological wing of the party and they are perceived that way. Both were hit with real bad economies and the public turned on them," Kohut said. "Right now, Obama's ahead of where Reagan was in '83."  

Obama ratings rise – success of bin Laden mission 

ABC 5/3/2011, Michael Falcone and Amy Walter, The are reporters for ABC News, “Obama Faces Critical Dilemmas In Aftermath Of Osama Bin Laden Killing (The Note),” ABC News, http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2011/05/obama-faces-critical-dilemmas-in-aftermath-of-osama-bin-laden-killing-the-note.html
BIN LADEN BOUNCE? While the immediate impact on the president's job approval rating is yet to be known, experts say, the killing of bin Laden -- one of candidate Obama's top campaign promises in 2008 -- will likely lead to a boost in his poll numbers and added credibility for Obama's foreign policy message on the campaign trail. But will there be lasting benefits?

Obama approval ratings are high

PBS 5/3/2011, David Chalian, he is a contributor to the Public Broadcasting Service, “'Bin Laden Bounce': Obama's Approval Rating Jumps, Except for Economy,” PBS, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2011/05/bin-laden-bounce-obamas-approval-rating-jumps-except-for-economy.html
We are starting to get our first glimpse of President Obama's "Bin Laden Bounce." President Obama's approval rating has jumped 9 percentage points in the wake of bin Laden's death. The Pew Research Center for People & The Press joined forces with The Washington Post to take a one-day instant reaction survey for a quick gauge on how the American people are reacting to the news. From Pew's Andy Kohut: Barack Obama's job approval rating has jumped in the wake of bin Laden's killing. In the one-day survey, 56% say they approve of the way Obama is handling his job as president while 38% disapprove. Last month, Obama's job rating was about evenly divided - 47% approved, 45% disapproved. Obama has gotten about the same boost in job approval as did former President Bush in the days after the U.S. military's capture of Saddam Hussein in December 2003. Following Saddam's capture, Bush's rating rose from 50% to 57%. As we wrote earlier Tuesday in The Morning Line, President Obama and his team are clearly aware of the potential political upside of bin Laden's demise. Perhaps the most welcome news in the instant poll, and likely the most fleeting, is the positive turn in the country's mood. The poll "finds that 72% say they feel 'relieved' by Osama bin Laden's death, while 60% feel 'proud' and 58% say they are 'happy,'" per Kohut.

1NC #5 – Prez Powers not key

***MARS*** 

Mars Frontline

1. China will not be ready for mars – internal problems will get in the way

Street 2003, Jonathan, He is an analyst who covers space news and cooperation in that field with other countries, “In Whose Hands is our Destiny?” The Red Colony, http://www.redcolony.com/art.php?id=0308110
The most likely candidate to become the next superpower is China and true to form they have been talking about a mission to Mars. What better way, after all, to demonstrate your countries power than by another audacious propaganda stunt? However, at the moment, China’s space program is not nearly ready to head to Mars in the near future and they have far more pressing issues to attend to. With over 1 billion people, China, for the moment at least, is the most populous country in the World. The Three Gorges Dam project has shown they are capable of achieving projects on a scale never before seen on this planet but the SARS epidemic has shown another side to the country. A third world country, with third world health problems. Whether they decide to tackle these problems before or after a mission to Mars will mean a difference of decades, and as has been seen in the changes following the Apollo program, a lot can change in a few decades.
2. Mars colonization fails
A.  “Cosmic buckshot”

O’Neill 6-13 Ian, professional member, The Mars Foundation;  Space Producer, Discovery News;  PhD, Solar Physics, UWales Aberystwyth; MA, Planetary and Space Physics, UWales Aberystwyth; “Mars Hit by Cosmic Buckshot, Again”  Discovery;  June 13, 2011; http://news.discovery.com/space/mars-hit-by-cosmic-buckshot-again-110613.html  |Cramer
The Martian atmosphere is the Red Planet's blessing and curse.  The blessing is that the Martian atmosphere is so tenuous it allows relatively small lumps of space rock to turn into meteorites, peppering its surface with fascinating impact craters for our satellites to study from orbit.  As fun as this may be for us remote observers, should Mars colonization be in our future, we'll be cursing this fact if our habitats get punctured -- or destroyed -- by cosmic buckshot.  Fortunately for us, Earth has a hefty atmosphere, some 100 times thicker than Mars', ensuring any renegade space rocks are tortured by the extreme heating of atmospheric entry -- only the largest, toughest rocks survive the burn.  But the surface of Mars, as this detailed photograph from the High Resolution Imaging Science Experiment (HiRISE) camera onboard NASA's Mars Reconnaissance Orbiter shows, receives a fairly regular peppering from space
B. No technology to feed, fuel, or get there

Williams 10 Lynda, professor of physics, San Francisco State U;  “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”  The Peace Review; Spring 2010; http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf  |Cramer
What do the prospects of colonies or bases on the Moon and Mars offer? Both the Moon  and Mars host extreme environments that are uninhabitable to humans without very  sophisticated technological life supporting systems beyond any that are feasible now or  will be available in the near future. Both bodies are subjected to deadly levels of solar  radiation and are void of atmospheres that could sustain oxygen-based life forms such as  humans. Terra- forming either body is not feasible with current technologies or within any  reasonable time frames so any colony or base would be restricted to living in space  capsules or trailer park like structures which could not support a sufficient number of  humans to perpetuate and sustain the species in any long term manner.  Although evidence of water has been discovered on both bodies, it exists in a form that is  trapped in minerals, which would require huge amounts of energy to access. Water can be  converted into fuel either as hydrogen or oxygen, which would eliminate the need to  transport vast amounts of fuel from Earth.  However, according to Britain's leading  spaceflight expert, Professor Colin Pillinger, "You would need to heat up a lot of lunar  soil to 200C to get yourself a glass of water."  The promise of helium as an energy source  on the moon to is mostly hype. Helium-3 could be used in the production of nuclear  fusion energy, a process we have yet to prove viable or efficient on Earth. Mining helium  would require digging dozens of meters into the lunar surface and processing hundreds of  thousands of tons of soil to produce 1 ton of helium-3. (25 tons of helium-3 is required to  power the US for 1 year.)  Fusion also requires the very rare element tritium, which does  not exist naturally on the Moon, Mars or on Earth in abundances needed to facilitate  nuclear fusion energy production. There are no current means for generating the energy  on the Moon to extract the helium-3 to produce the promised endless source of energy  from helium-3 on the Moon. Similar energy problems exist for using solar power on the  Moon, which has the additional problem of being sunlit two weeks a month and dark for  the other two weeks.  A Moon base is envisioned as serving as a launch pad for Martian expeditions, so the  infeasibility of a lunar base may prohibit trips to Mars, unless they are launched directly  from Earth. Mars is, in its closest approach, 36 million miles from Earth and would  require a nine-month journey with astronauts exposed to deadly solar cosmic rays.  Providing sufficient shielding would require a spacecraft that weighs so much it becomes  prohibitive to carry enough fuel for a roundtrip. Either the astronauts get exposed to  lethal doses on a roundtrip, or they make a safe one-way journey and never return.  Either  way, no one can survive a trip to Mars and whether or not people are willing to make that  sacrifice for the sake of scientific exploration, human missions to Mars do not guarantee  the survival of the species, but rather, only the death of any member who attempts the  journey.

C. Can’t make babies 

Taylor 2-14  Jerome, correspondent, The Independent; “Why infertility will stop humans colonising space”  The Independent; February 14, 2011; http://www.independent.co.uk/news/science/why-infertility-will-stop-humans-colonising-space-2213861.html   |Cramer
The prospect of long-term space travel has led scientists to consider, increasingly seriously, the following conundrum: if travelling to a new home might take thousands of years, would humans be able to successfully procreate along the way? The early indications from Nasa are not encouraging. Space, it seems, is simply not a good place to have sex.  According to a review by three scientists looking into the feasibility of colonising Mars, astronauts would be well advised to avoid getting pregnant along the way because of the high levels of radiation that would bombard their bodies as they travelled through space. Without effective shielding on spaceships, high-energy proton particles would probably sterilise any female foetus conceived in deep space and could have a profound effect on male fertility. "The present shielding capabilities would probably preclude having a pregnancy transited to Mars," said radiation biophysicist Tore Straume of Nasa's Ames Research Center in an essay for the Journal of Cosmology. The DNA which guides the development of all the cells in the body is easily damaged by the kind of radiation that would assail astronauts as they journeyed through space. Studies on non-human primates have shown that exposure to ionising radiation kills egg cells in a female foetus during the second half of pregnancy. "One would have to be very protective of those cells during gestation, during pregnancy, to make sure that the female didn't become sterile so they could continue the colony," Dr Straume said. Radiation in space comes from numerous sources but the two types that have Nasa scientists most concerned are solar flares and galactic cosmic rays. Flares are the result of huge explosions in the Sun's atmosphere that catapult highly charged protons across space. The Earth's atmosphere and magnetic field absorbs much of this harmful radiation – but in space astronauts are much more vulnerable. Galactic cosmic rays pose an even greater threat. They are made up of even heavier charged particles. Although Nasa's shields can protect astronauts against most flare radiation, it is unlikely they could do the same against cosmic rays. Until recently, sex had been a taboo subject for Nasa, which has a strict code of conduct stating that "relationships of trust" among astronauts are to be maintained at all times. Only once has a husband and wife been on the same mission – Jan Davis and Mark Lee – and they have remained tight-lipped over whether they joined the 62-mile high club. 
3. Mars colonization is unneeded—no short term extinction threats

Williams 10 Lynda, professor of physics, San Francisco State U;  “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”  The Peace Review; Spring 2010; http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf   |Cramer
According to scientific theory, the destruction of Earth is a certainty. About five billion  years from now, when our sun exhausts its nuclear fuel, it will expand in size and  envelope the inner planets, including the Earth, and burn them into oblivion. So yes, we  are doomed, but we have 5 billion years, plus or minus a few hundred million, to plan our  extraterrestrial escape.  The need to colonize the Moon or Mars to guarantee our survival  based on this fact is not pressing. There are also real risks due to collisions with asteroids  and comets, though none are of immediate threat and do not necessitate extraterrestrial  colonization. There are many Earth-based technological strategies that can be developed  in time to mediate such astronomical threats such as gravitational tugboats that drag the  objects out of range. The solar system could also potentially be exposed to galactic  sources of high-energy gamma ray bursts that could fry all life on Earth, but any Moon or  Mars base would face a similar fate.  Thus, Moon or Mars human based colonies would  not protect us from any of these astronomical threats in the near future.
4. Case turns itself—environmental destruction is not inevitable, but if we “get off the rock” it is
Williams 10 Lynda, professor of physics, San Francisco State U;  “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”  The Peace Review; Spring 2010; http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf  |Cramer
Life on Earth is more urgently threatened by the destruction of the biosphere and its life  sustaining habitat due environmental catastrophes such as climate change, ocean  acidification, disruption of the food chain, bio-warfare, nuclear war, nuclear winter, and  myriads of other man-made doomsday prophesies.  If we accept these threats as  inevitabilities on par with real astronomical dangers and divert our natural, intellectual, political and technological resources from solving these problems into escaping them,  will we playing into a self- fulfilling prophesy of our own planetary doom? Seeking space  based solutions to our Earthly problems may indeed exacerbate the planetary threats we face. This is the core of the ethical dilemma posed by space colonization: should we put  our recourses and bets on developing human colonies on other worlds to survive natural  and man-made catastrophes or should we focus all of our energies on solving the  problems that create these threats on Earth?   Human Life on The Moon and Mars What do the prospects of colonies or bases on the Moon and Mars offer? Both the Moon  and Mars host extreme environments that are uninhabitable to humans without very  sophisticated technological life supporting systems beyond any that are feasible now or  will be available in the near future. Both bodies are subjected to deadly levels of solar  radiation and are void of atmospheres that could sustain oxygen-based life forms such as  humans. Terra- forming either body is not feasible with current technologies or within any  reasonable time frames so any colony or base would be restricted to living in space  capsules or trailer park like structures which could not support a sufficient number of  humans to perpetuate and sustain the species in any long term manner.  Although evidence of water has been discovered on both bodies, it exists in a form that is  trapped in minerals, which would require huge amounts of energy to access. Water can be  converted into fuel either as hydrogen or oxygen, which would eliminate the need to  transport vast amounts of fuel from Earth.  However, according to Britain's leading  spaceflight expert, Professor Colin Pillinger, "You would need to heat up a lot of lunar  soil to 200C to get yourself a glass of water."  The promise of helium as an energy source  on the moon to is mostly hype. Helium-3 could be used in the production of nuclear  fusion energy, a process we have yet to prove viable or efficient on Earth. Mining helium  would require digging dozens of meters into the lunar surface and processing hundreds of  thousands of tons of soil to produce 1 ton of helium-3. (25 tons of helium-3 is required to  power the US for 1 year.)  Fusion also requires the very rare element tritium, which does  not exist naturally on the Moon, Mars or on Earth in abundances needed to facilitate  nuclear fusion energy production. There are no current means for generating the energy  on the Moon to extract the helium-3 to produce the promised endless source of energy  from helium-3 on the Moon. Similar energy problems exist for using solar power on the  Moon, which has the additional problem of being sunlit two weeks a month and dark for  the other two weeks.  A Moon base is envisioned as serving as a launch pad for Martian expeditions, so the  infeasibility of a lunar base may prohibit trips to Mars, unless they are launched directly  from Earth. Mars is, in its closest approach, 36 million miles from Earth and would  require a nine-month journey with astronauts exposed to deadly solar cosmic rays.  Providing sufficient shielding would require a spacecraft that weighs so much it becomes  prohibitive to carry enough fuel for a roundtrip. Either the astronauts get exposed to  lethal doses on a roundtrip, or they make a safe one-way journey and never return.  Either  way, no one can survive a trip to Mars and whether or not people are willing to make that  sacrifice for the sake of scientific exploration, human missions to Mars do not guarantee  the survival of the species, but rather, only the death of any member who attempts the  journey.Space Law and Space Ethics The technological hurdles prohibiting practical space colonization of the Moon and Mars  in the near future are stratospherically high. The environmental and political  consequences of pursuing these lofty dreams are even higher. There are no international  laws governing the Moon or the protection of the space environment. The Moon Treaty,  created in 1979 by the United Nations, declares that the Moon shall be developed to  benefit all nations and that no military bases could be placed on the moon or on any  celestial body, and bans altering the environment of celestial bodies. To date, no space  faring nation has ratified this treaty, meaning, the moon, and all celestial bodies,  including Mars and asteroids are up for the taking. If a nation did place a military base on  the moon, they could potentially control all launches from Earth. The Moon is the  ultimate military high ground. How should we, as a species, control the exploration,  exploitation and control of the Moon and other celestial bodies if we can not even agree  on a legal regime to protect and share its resources?  Since the space race began 50 years ago with the launch of Sputnik, the space  environment around Earth has become overcrowded with satellites and space debris, so  much so, that circumterrestrial space has become a dangerous place with an increasing  risk of collision and destruction. Thousands of pieces of space junk created from launches  orbit the Earth in the same orbit as satellites, putting them at risk of collision. Every time  a rocket is launched, debris from the rocket stages are put into orbital space.  In 2009  there was a disastrous collision between an Iridium satellite and a piece of space junk that  destroyed the satellite.  In 2007 China blew up one of its defunct satellites to demonstrate  its antiballistic missile capabilities, increasing the debris field by 15%. There are no  international laws prohibiting anti-satellite actions. Every year, since the mid 1980s, a  treaty has been introduced into the UN for a Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space  (PAROS), with all parties including Russia and China voting for it except for the US.   How can we hope to pursue a peaceful and environmentally sound route of space  exploration without international laws in place that protect space and Earth environments  and guarantee that the space race to the moon and beyond does not foster a war over  space resources? Indeed, if the space debris problem continues to grow unfettered or if  there is war in space, space will become too trashed for launches to take place without  risk of destruction.  The private development of space is growing at a flurried rate. Competitions such as the  X-Prize for companies to reach orbit and the Google Prize to land a robot on the Moon  has launched space wanderlust in citizens throughout the country who dream of traveling  to space. The reality is that there are few protections for the environment and the  passengers of these flights of fancy. The FAA, which regulates space launches, is under a  Congressional mandate to foster the industry. It is difficult if not impossible to have  objective regulation of an industry when it enjoys government incentives to profit.  We have much to determine on planet Earth before we launch willy nilly into another  race into space and a potential environmental disaster and arms race in outer space. Spaceship Earth If we direct our intellectual and technological resources toward space exploration without  consideration of the environmental and political consequences, what is left behind in the  wake? The hype surrounding space exploration leaves a dangerous vacuum in the  collective consciousness of solving the problems on Earth. If we accept the inevitability  of Earth’s destruction and its biosphere, we are left looking toward the heavens for our  solutions and resolution. Young scientists, rather than working on serious environmental  challenges on Earth, dream of Moon or Martian bases to save humanity, fueling the  prophesy of our planetary destruction, rather than working on solutions to solve the  problems on Earth.  Every space faring entity, be they governmental or corporate, face the same challenges. Star Trek emboldened us all to dream of space, the final frontier. The reality is that our  planet Earth is a perfect spaceship. We travel around our star the sun once every year, and  the sun pull us with her gravitational force around the galaxy once every 250 million  years through star systems, star clusters and all the possible exosolar planets that may  host life or be habitable for us to colonize. The sun will be around for billions of years  and we have ample time to explore the stars. It would be wise and prudent for us as a  species to focus our intellectual and technological knowledge now into preserving our  spaceship for the long voyage through the stars, so that once we have figured out how to  make life on Earth work in an environmentally and politically sustainable way, we can then venture off the planet into the final frontier of our dreams.
4.  Mars disease will kill us all
Leslie Mullen, 8-25-2003, “Alien Infection,” Astrobiology Magazine, http://www.astrobio.net/news/modules.php?op=modload&name=News&file=article&sid=570   |Semaski

Chris Chyba, who holds the Carl Sagan Chair for the Study of Life in the Universe at the SETI Institute, says there are two types of potential alien pathogens: toxic and infectious. Toxic pathogens act as a poison on other organisms. Infectious pathogens are viruses or bacteria that are passed between organisms, causing sickness.  Some viruses and microbes rely on specific biological systems in order to replicate and infect their host, so not all pathogens affect all organisms the same way. Chicken farmers, for instance, can remain untouched by a disease that decimates their flocks. It could be that a martian microbe would enter the human body, but is rendered harmless because it is incompatible with human physiology.  "After living in the dirt of Mars, a pathogen could see our bodies as a comparable host; they could treat us 'like dirt,'" says John Rummel, NASA's Planetary Protection Officer. "But, to quote Donald Rumsfeld, we're dealing with the unknown unknowns. It could be that even if the microbes lived inside us, they wouldn't do anything, it would just be this lump living inside you."   The conditions on Mars are much different than those in the human body, so an inert pathogen seems the most likely scenario -- especially since any life on Mars would have evolved without humans being present. Co-evolution is why some pathogens only affect certain organisms.  Infectious pathogens evolve based on the reactions of their hosts. As the host develops defenses against a predatory pathogen, the pathogen has to devise new means of sustaining itself within the host (or risk its own extinction).  Some toxins also developed through co-evolution. As predatory organisms seek food, their prey develop ever more sophisticated means to escape being eaten. Many organisms developed specially targeted toxins as part of this evolutionary arms battle.  Rummel says that humans have evolved a complex defense system to prevent us from getting sick from a whole host of disease and pathogens. But non-specific microbes - where human physiology did not influence their evolution - may evade our defense mechanisms.  The best way to understand the spread of potential alien pathogens is to examine the spread of such non-specific pathogens on Earth.  One example of a non-specific toxic pathogen is cyanobacteria that produce hepatotoxins (toxins affecting the liver) and neurotoxins. According to Chyba, cyanobacteria living in lakes on the alpine pastures of Switzerland have been implicated in a hundred cattle poisonings over the past 25 years. Chyba says the cyanobacteria most likely did not develop their toxins in order to escape predation from cows (or to kill the cows in order to eat them!).  "Rather, the susceptibility of cattle to these toxins seems simply to be an unfortunate coincidence of a toxin working across a large evolutionary distance," Chyba writes.  An example of an infectious pathogen working across large evolutionary distances is the bacterium Serratia marcescens. It is found in a variety of animal species, and also can be found free-living in water and soil. Its transmission from human sewage has resulted in the decimation of Caribbean elkhorn coral.  "The distance between humans and corals emphasizes the possibility that certain organisms may prove pathogenic across a wide evolutionary divide," Chyba writes.  Of course, the evolutionary divide between humans and coral would not be as wide a gulf as between any martian organisms and human beings. Yet one theory for the origin of life on Earth is that it was transferred here from Mars by meteorites. This variant of the "Panspermia" theory suggests that life on Earth and any life on Mars might be closely related.  If Mars and Earth share the basis for life, this life would presumably have evolved well beyond the original form. Such a large evolutionary divide could provide protection from infection. But it could also mean that if infection does occur, it might be related closely enough to some Earth life to blaze through that population unchecked.  Human infection is not the only concern of planetary protection. Life on Earth forms an interconnected, highly dependent web, so a pathogen affecting any life on Earth could have serious repercussions for the health and environment of our planet.

5. Even if the Mars mission is possible, the moon is a necessary prerequisite

Sam Dinkin – senior staff writer for the space review, CEO of SpaceView, and a regular columnist at Space.com, (September 7, 2004, The Space Review, “Colonize the Moon before Mars”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/221/1)

There are a number of reasons that the Moon is the best place to start space colonization, but the basis of most of them are its proximity to the Earth. Most of these stem from the lower cost of access to the Moon. There are also important engineering, economic and political advantages to starting colonization with the Moon. Before discussing the advantages of the Moon, let’s analyze what a full-court press for Mars colonization looks like. Mars Robert Zubrin constantly beats the drum for exploring Mars first. It is disingenuous to say that the goal of space exploration is the colonization of Mars. Even colonization advocates would be happy with colonization of the Moon, the asteroids, and many other destinations. The discovery of life on Mars would not matter much one way or the other. Suppose there is Earth-like life on Mars. That might point to a common origin or a similar bootstrap method. What is that worth commercially? If you knew the answer, how much could you sell it for? Ten billion? What follow on activities would that news generate? None. Life may be an exciting discovery perhaps the most exciting in all history, but it does not amount to a large inducement to go to Mars. Mars would be an excellent idea to get started if this were the only space colonization option. There is a much better option, however, teasing us as it hangs in the sky. Mars is an excellent colonization spot and should be colonized because it is a great place to live. If we are going places as a species, we have to start somewhere. Right now, the level of space commitment by all actors on Earth is about $50 billion a year. This level of commitment would pay for about twenty Mars Direct-style missions every two years. This is a feasible budget for the colonization of Mars. Many technologies can be optimized if the focus of Earth space efforts was colonization. Cyclers could be placed in permanent Earth-Mars transfer orbit. In situ resource utilization could eliminate the need for hydrogen shipment from Earth. Better crew selection could eliminate the need for humans to take a return trip. If the goal of human presence on Mars is to colonize it, $50 billion a year can do it well. It will probably take decades of subsidy before a Mars colony could sustain itself. A twenty-year program of $50-billion-a-year subsidies would hit a trillion dollars. This is an affordable sum for a rich planet. It would be an excellent idea to get started if this were the only space colonization option. There is a much better option, however, teasing us as it hangs in the sky. The Moon The Moon has many relative advantages. The first is capital utilization. A Lunar cycler can make hundreds of round trips in the time that a Mars cycler can make. Second, there is much less fuel required to get from the Earth to the Moon than to Mars. Existing technology can be used to get to the Moon (see “Soyuz to the Moon?”, The Space Review, August 2, 2004). A lunar landing mission might cost $120 million for an Ariane 5 booster. If each mission cost another $120 million for the Soyuz, service module and everything else, then that would be $240 million per flight instead of $5 billion per flight. That means that a $50-billion level of commitment from Earth can afford over 400 flights every two years. Of course, that level of commitment could be optimally spent in much better ways. By creating a lunar cycler, a station at L-1, an orbital fuel depot, in situ utilization of lunar oxygen and possibly lunar water, there could be a vibrant community on the Moon. While a single Ariane 5 could not heft as much as a Mars Direct flight, it may still transfer a comparable amount of resources and people as a Mars Direct flight would to Mars. Since life support and consumables are much less onerous for a short trip than a long trip, there is a lower mass requirement for crew transfer flights to the Moon and much less depreciation of capital in transit. Having new heavy lift that would enable Mars Direct would also enable more sensible lunar colonization missions. There are many supporting reasons to go to the Moon. Consider three categories of justification: engineering, economics, and politics. Engineering First, on a mission to the Moon, Earth rescue is a decent possibility for certain kinds of failures. On a trip to Mars, this would be out of the question. As NASA is finding out with its shuttle return to flight efforts, having a standby rescue ship and a space station to go to makes failure recovery for many failures feasible without too much increased capability from our existing hardware. Second, the proximity to Earth allows for just-in-time planning. With Earth only a few days away, a regular resupply mission can have last minute changes to its manifest. That means that fewer spares need to be kept on hand to assure the same level of safety as in a Mars mission. Third, the short distance between the Earth and the Moon allow Earth based teleoperation to be a viable alternative to robotics and local human operation. This vastly leverages the capability of capital equipment on the Moon. If we are colonizing both Mars and the Moon, colonizing the Moon first would help inform the colonization plan of Mars. The reverse would not be as true because Mars colonization would take longer. Fourth, there is valuable information that can be learned in setting up a space colony that will raise the likelihood of success of all future colonization efforts. So if we are colonizing both Mars and the Moon, colonizing the Moon first would help inform the colonization plan of Mars. The reverse would not be as true because Mars colonization would take longer. Finally, resource and energy options are opened up to guard against our energy appetite increasing (as our nuclear appetite isn’t) or carbon appetite decreasing. In addition to lunar resource utilization, creating an option to colonize near Earth asteroids is very interesting and makes many resource extraction strategies feasible even if it would take technology breakthroughs or huge changes in the economy to make them financially viable. Economics The Moon offers a near-term self-sufficiency without any technological breakthroughs. The tourism industry can potentially provide a high-end alternative to orbital tourism (see “Space elevator dry run: next stop, the Moon”, The Space Review, this issue). Patrick Collins makes a good case that cheap orbital access can enable a vibrant lunar tourism industry. With a heavy subsidy, the Moon may become a cheaper destination for a long stay than even an orbital hotel. That is, lunar in situ resource utilization can potentially make oxygen, water, and structural materials less expensive on the Moon than in orbit. Since the Moon is a more exotic and varied destination than orbit, it will likely rate a higher level of demand than orbit. Thus a vibrant tourism industry could result in a strong lunar economy that does not need to be subsidized as early as 2030. There could be a faster development to Antarctic level of commerce (13,000 tourists a year) or Alaska level of commerce (population 600,000). There would still need to be imports from Earth, but every nation on Earth has imports, so becoming self-sufficient in all commodities is not a necessary condition for the success of a colony. In addition to tourism, the Moon could export video entertainment to the Earth. Lunar sports might make great television. Lunar trampoline, diving, and gymnastics should be very interesting to watch and would likely bring in ratings higher than similar events on Earth. Lunar dance rates to be extraordinary. A lunar movie studio may also make some great exports to the Earth. The Moon also offers a great spot for astronomical observation. This allows the reclaiming of terrestrial radio frequencies currently used for that purpose. There are also new Earth observation possibilities. Space skills will be valuable and firms and people with experience on the Moon will be well able to help develop cislunar and martian systems. Radiation management experience, artificial gravity creation technology, operation and maintenance, flywheel, maglev, and mass driver technologies are all likely to be developed on the Moon and useful in future efforts. There could be a huge wave of private investment that is coincident with government colonization efforts. Labor-saving technologies are likely to give a boost to the terrestrial economy. The fine details of how this will affect us is hard to predict, but if the cost of labor on the Moon is high because of the high cost of transportation, new and varied uses of teleoperation and robotics will become cost effective. Some of those technologies will have immediate application on Earth. The less scripted and higher intensity nature of lunar development will allow these to emerge more quickly from lunar than martian colonization. To sum up, the lunar economy can pay for all its imports through the tourism industry, intellectual property exports, science, entertainment, space skills, low-g skills and labor saving technology. There could be a huge wave of private investment that is coincident with government colonization efforts. That could result in a co-development of many industries such as terrestrial point-to-point rocket service, orbital tourism, teleoperation, and robotics. Economic opportunities of a more long shot nature are also worth adding to the calculus. Turning the Moon into a TV (see “Buy the light of the Moon”, The Space Review, August 30, 2004) is exciting. A testbed for space elevator deployment would be nice, too. Politics The Moon may become a very exciting destination with a substantial GDP. Being there first means that the high ground is already occupied for any future militarization of the Moon. It’s possible that colonizing the Moon will help muster the political will to colonize Mars. Earthers will be able to see the colony directly with their own eyes. A convincing existence proof will be there for everyone to see that colonization is feasible and profitable. A lunar colony is a politically feasible off-Earth gene bank increasing the chances that the species will be immortal. The act of leaving the cradle may be the other addition to our chances for immortality. It will be harder to monopolize communication between the Earth and Moon than Earth and Mars. This will create a free flow of ideas that will benefit both societies. There will be a greater spirit of freedom sooner with lunar colonization due to speedier development, and the faster mixing of ideas. Colonizing the Moon will also be a faster spur to legal development. The development of space law, especially property rights, mineral rights, and to a lesser extent labor law and human rights will create additional liquidity for other space colonization activities. The Moon may make a Mars colony feasible or desirable, thus enabling three branches of humanity. Having independent space nations will enrich the solar system polity and make the solar system and the species more secure from natural disaster. We can speed interstellar exploration and colonization. Ultimately we may create two new worlds that are every bit as rich, varied and interesting as our own. Conclusion The Moon is a very interesting destination in its own right. Being closer to the Earth creates engineering, economic, and political opportunities. The Moon may make a Mars colony feasible or desirable, thus enabling three branches of humanity. A lunar colony can use much more mass imported from Earth and more flexible and capable engineering. Tourism may independently justify lunar colonization, but science, technology, skills and entertainment make the case stronger. Having a new place to live with new laws, customs, and ideas may ultimately be the most valuable contribution of all.

***SOLVENCY***


Solvency Frontline
Zero solvency—the plan wouldn’t be funded—it breaks the law

Amy Svitak (Amy Svitak, Space News defense staff writer. “White House: China is Potential Partner in Future Mars Exploration” 06, May, 2011, http://www.space.com/11582-mars-exploration-white-house-china.html, JT)

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."

Turns the case – leads to future cuts in NASA funding

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, (6/10/2011, “"US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown,"”, " http://www.chinausfocus.com/peace-security/us-china-space-cooperation-congress%E2%80%99-pointless-lockdown/, Caplan)
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.

1NC #1 – Plan Illegal
Doing the plan is illegal – Wolf banned cooperation with China

Robertson 6/20/2011, Matthew, He is a contributor to the Epoch Times, “Wolf’s Clause Imperils (Some of) Administration’s China Plans,” Epoch Times, http://www.tradereform.org/2011/06/wolf’s-clause-imperils-some-of-administration’s-china-plans/
After Holdren’s performance in front of Wolf’s subcommittee, the latter asked the Government Accountability Office (GAO) to open an investigation into how the White House has allegedly been violating the law. “Clearly they’ve shown a willingness to brazenly break the law this year,” the Wolf staffer said. “It’s pretty much an ironclad provision. It’s very clear to us, and GAO is interested in whether they’ve taken a far too broad interpretation.”   Such tug-of-wars have always taken place between the executive and Congress. “This is standard constitutional law competition,” says Henry Sokolski, executive director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center. “Who will bluff whom into what?” But as news continues to splash across newspapers detailing ever more brazen cyber-attacks orchestrated by China, Wolf’s concerns start to look weightier. “The brief against China misusing U.S. technology is not a null set: You give them a computer it turns into something they put in their weapons program,” Sokolski said. “Congress exercising its power of the purse over technology transfers to countries they see as despicable is legitimate. We used to have such a policy to Soviet Union; I don’t think it’s unprecedented.” Cooperation with China’s space program is particularly risky, according to experts. “There is no ‘civilian’ Chinese space program—every facet is controlled by the PLA,” Richard Fisher, the Chinese military expert, wrote in an e-mail. “They are developing multiple space weapons … as such, any and all interactions between Chinese space people and those of any other country ultimately will redound to the benefit of the PLA.” “We have a civil [space] program separate from our military program,” Wolf’s staffer said. “This administration has a hard time understanding that they're not dealing with a Chinese civil program.”
Prohibition applied to all parts of the USFG

Robertson 6/20/2011, Matthew, He is a contributor to the Epoch Times, “Wolf’s Clause Imperils (Some of) Administration’s China Plans,” Epoch Times, http://www.tradereform.org/2011/06/wolf’s-clause-imperils-some-of-administration’s-china-plans/
Chief of the OSTP, John Holdren, told Wolf’s subcommittee in early May that “the prohibition should not be read as prohibiting interactions that are part of the president's constitutional authority to conduct negotiations,” effectively saying that the provision would not block cooperation. Rep. John Culberson, who sits on the committee, consulted with Wolf about that. Then he fired back: “You need to remember that Congress enacts these laws and it's the chief executive's job to enforce them. ... Now if anyone in your office, or at NASA, participates or collaborates or coordinates in any way with China, you're in violation of the statute. And frankly, you're endangering your funding and NASA's funding.”
Legally impossible for NASA-China coop  

Mervis 4/21/2011, Jeffery, He reports on and coordinates coverage of science policy in the United States and around the world for the Science Magazine. A former newspaper editor, he's been a science writer since 1981, “Spending Bill Prohibits U.S.-China Collaborations,” Science Magazine, http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2011/04/spending-bill-prohibits-us-china.html
A little-noticed clause in the 2011 spending bill signed into law last week cuts off funding for a host of scientific exchanges between the United States and China. Representative Frank Wolf (R-VA), a fierce opponent of the Chinese government and chair of a key appropriations pane l, inserted two sentences into the legislation that prohibits any joint scientific activity between the two nations that involves NASA or is coordinated by the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP). White House officials say that they are still reviewing the language. On the surface, it appears to apply only to those two entities, and the bill extends only for the rest of the 2011 fiscal year, which ends on 30 September. But that still cuts a wide swath. And Wolf makes it clear that he would like to permanently shut down all collaborations between the two governments. "We don't want to give them the opportunity to take advantage of our technology, and we have nothing to gain from dealing with them," says Wolf. "And frankly, it boils down to a moral issue. ... Would you have a bilateral program with Stalin?" The language in the spending bill says that no government funds can be used by NASA or 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."Wolf says that he singled out NASA because China's space program, although nominally independent, "is run by the People's Liberation Army." But the inclusion of OSTP is meant to cast a much bigger net, he adds. "It addresses everything, the entire bilateral relationship on science and technology with respect to NASA and everything that involves OSTP," he says. "It's the whole ball of wax."


Bill prevents US China coop and therefore disallows China to take advantage of the US

Robertson 6/20/2011, Matthew, He is a contributor to the Epoch Times, “Wolf’s Clause Imperils (Some of) Administration’s China Plans,” Epoch Times, http://www.tradereform.org/2011/06/wolf’s-clause-imperils-some-of-administration’s-china-plans/
WASHINGTON—Two Chinese journalists were supposed to watch the U.S. space shuttle Endeavour take off from the Kennedy Space Center in Florida in mid-May. The shuttle was using the Alpha Magnetic Spectrometer-2 particle detector, a component developed by Chinese scientist Samuel Ting, and their story would have made useful provender for China’s state media apparatus. But they were turned away at the gates. Their employer, Xinhua, the official mouthpiece of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP), went into high dudgeon. A scornful editorial made no bones about the man and the law responsible: “‘Wolf Clause’ betrays China-U.S. cooperation,” the headline read. It was the doing of Rep. Frank Wolf, a long-term critic of the CCP, after he became chairman of the House Commerce, Justice, and Science Appropriations Subcommittee in January. The language he inserted into the spending bill for those agencies in April prevents NASA and the White House’s Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) from using federal funds. The agencies are not allowed 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.” Additionally, it prevents NASA from hosting “official Chinese visitors.” “I think the Chinese are shocked,” said one of Wolf’s staffer’s in a telephone interview, responding to the Xinhua counterattack. “They’re so used to the administration caving to them and bending over backward. I think they’re truly taken aback that this policy was put in place.” The clause is part of a larger debate about how the United States should deal with a Chinese communist regime that, while gathering ever more global clout, engages in state-sanctioned human rights abuses, technology theft, and persistent cyberwarfare against the U.S. government and American companies.

*****Off-Case*****

***Politics Links***


Plan Unpopular – Congress
Plan is hugely unpopular – Congress just passed a continuing resolution to end all funding for China space cooperation

Jeff Foust, Editor and publisher of the Space Review online journal, 5/5/11, “What’s the future of US-China cooperation in space?”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/05/05/whats-the-future-of-us-china-cooperation-in-space///jchen

One of the few specific space policy provisions included in the final continuing resolution that funds the federal government through the rest of fiscal year 2011 has to do with cooperation with China–or, rather, prohibiting cooperation with China. The CR prevents NASA and OSTP from using any funds 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” unless specifically authorized in a future law. That also prevents NASA from using any funds “to effectuate the hosting of official Chinese visitors at facilities belonging to or utilized by” the space agency. That would appear to put the brakes on any prospects for cooperation with China, at least through this fiscal year.  However, in testimony before the CJS subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee on Wednesday, OSTP director John Holdren suggested that the administration has found a “loophole” in that ban, according to ScienceNow. The White House has concluded, he said, that the provision doesn’t extend to “prohibiting interactions that are part of the president’s constitutional authority to conduct negotiations.” That includes, he said, a bilateral agreement on scientific cooperation between the two countries that dates back to 1979.  Holdren, Space News reported, has pragmatic reasons for seeking cooperation with China on space exploration in particular, including a future human expedition to Mars. “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,” he said.  That did not sit well with some members of the subcommittee, including chairman Frank Wolf (R-VA), who has been very critical of China, in particular its human-rights record. An “irate” Wolf, as described by Space News, criticized the idea of Sino-American space cooperation, “repeatedly pounding a hand against the table top in front of him.” However, according to ScienceNow, Wolf appeared to accept Holdren’s constitutional explanation, asking for consultation on “a case-by-case basis” when any administration dealing with China might conflict with the law. By contrast, Rep. John Culberson (R-TX), another subcommittee member, was not assuaged at all by Holdren’s statements, warning Holdren that “you’re endangering your funding and NASA’s funding” by contemplating any cooperation with China. “You have a huge problem on your hands.”

Congress opposed to Cooperation with China

Brown 10 [Peter J., satellite journalist from Maine USA, July 16, “Asia takes stock of new US space policy”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LG16Df02.html]
A new National Space Policy issued by United States President Barack Obama's administration in late June emphasized the important role of international cooperation in space and demonstrated the apparent willingness of the US to begin work on a space weapons treaty. [1] As the three major space powers in Asia - China, India and Japan - assess the new policy, they must pay close attention not only to the details, but also to the harsh political winds that are buffeting Obama these days. Some see China as the big winner in this instance, while others see India and Japan coming out on top. "[The new US space policy] which lays out broad themes and goals, does not lend itself to such determination for a specific country," said Subrata Ghoshroy, a research associate at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology's Program in Science, Technology, and Society. However, he added, "countries like India and Japan are expected to benefit more". From the start, however, Obama's overhaul of both the US space sector as a whole and the US National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) in particular has encountered stiff opposition in the US Congress. That opposition is likely to intensify as November's mid-term elections approach. In the US Senate, attempts are being made to toss aside Obama's domestic space sector agenda. [2] Political infighting aside, it is not just US conservatives who do not want the US to embrace China in space. "Many members of the Obama administration and a large majority of the members of Congress are opposed to cooperation with China in space. They want to deny China status as a member in good standing of the international community of space-faring nations," said Gregory Kulacki, senior analyst and China Project Manager for the Global Security Program at the Massachusetts-based Union of Concerned Scientists. "Many believe they have not earned that right. At the same time, however, they have not specified what China must do to earn it. Some tie cooperation in space to human rights. Others connect cooperation in space it to other troublesome issues in the bilateral relationship." 

The plan would be unpopular in Congress—fears of China

Peter J. Brown -- is a satellite journalist from Maine USA, (7-16-10,  “Asia takes stock of new US space policy” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LG16Df02.html, JT)

However, ideology and not the threat of industrial espionage in space is the key driver here. "The most concern I have heard voiced has been by those who do not want to work with a communist government," said Johnson-Freese. This explains why no meaningful export reforms with respect to high technology items in general and so-called dual-use space hardware exports to China in particular have materialized despite promises made during Obama's presidential campaign. "The strong anti-China lobby in Congress, which includes [Speaker of the US House of Representatives] Nancy Pelosi as well as conservative Republicans and Democrats will continue to oppose, for example, satellite launches by China," said Ghoshroy. Opening the door to greater cooperation with China in space - a move that is supported by the Russians and Europeans - will require Japan's nod of approval, too, and thus far Tokyo has not given it. "In terms of space cooperation, Japan has not been open to China. This new US space policy will not open the door to China that much, too," said Associate Professor Suzuki Kazuto of Hokkaido University's Public Policy School. "It is due to China's lack of transparency rather than the attitudes of the US or Japan." Cooperation with China in space is simply too unpredictable an undertaking, and carries with it elements of risk that Japan and the US are not prepared to accept. "It is very difficult to foresee what would happen if China wanted to be on board, and it would be too risky to involve China in any high-profile programs," said Suzuki. "In space, there is always a possibility for cooperation, particularly when it comes to scientific missions, but when it comes to something more applications-oriented or to a strategically important program, it would be difficult to cooperate with China, because there would be too much at stake." Chinese attitudes are hardening as well, and, "they are confident enough to go forward on their own, and they would not be happy if the international cooperation somehow undermines Chinese jobs or efforts by China to increase its overall level of technical competence," said Suzuki. Among other things, time is simply running out for China anyway as far as any possible participation aboard the ISS is concerned, as the space station is due to close in 2020. The rise of the US commercial space sector and its planned ISS logistical missions, along with the rules surrounding ISS occupancy and the ISS partnership, pose problems as well for China. 


Plan Unpopular – House

The House hates US China co-op – maintains highly negative and misinformed views

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

Politically unpopular – Republican controlled House hates China cooperation in space

Reuters, Jim Wolf, “Space: A frontier too far for U.S.-China cooperation”, 1/3/11, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40897403/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/space-frontier-too-far-us-china-cooperation///jchen
New obstacles to cooperation have come from the Republicans capturing control of the House of Representatives in the Nov. 2 congressional elections from Obama's Democrats. Repr. Frank Wolf, R-Va., for instance, is set to take over as chairman of the appropriations subcommittee that funds the U.S. space agency in the House.

A China critic and human rights firebrand, the Republican congressman has faulted NASA's chief for meeting leaders of China's Manned Space Engineering Office in October.

"As you know, we have serious concerns about the nature and goals of China's space program and strongly oppose any cooperation between NASA and China," Wolf and three fellow Republicans wrote NASA Administrator Charles Bolden on Oct. 15 as he left for China.


Plan Unpopular – Wolf Opposition

Wolf and Culberson hate the plan – they distrust Chinese intentions

Keith Richburg, Washington Post staff writer, Staff researchers Liu Liu in Beijing and Wang Juan in Shanghai, 1/22/11, “Mistrust stalls U.S.-China space cooperation”//jchen
Last fall, when NASA administrator Charles F. Bolden Jr. visited China to explore areas where the two countries could cooperate in space, two senior Republican members of Congress - Reps. Frank R. Wolf (Va.) and John Abney Culberson (Tex.) - wrote to Bolden beforehand to protest, saying they had "serious concerns about the nature and goals of China's space program" and warning that "China's intentions for its space program are questionable at best."  Since Republicans won control of the House in November's elections, Wolf now chairs the House Appropriations Committee's commerce, justice and science subcommittee, which oversees NASA's budget, and Culberson is a senior subcommittee member.
Wolf hates the plan – he’s in charge of NASA funding

Marcia Smith, President of the Space and Technology Policy Group, Space Policy, “Rep. Wolf Reaffirms Opposition to Space Cooperation with China”, 5/11/11, http://www.spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1563:rep-wolf-reaffirms-opposition-to-space-cooperation-with-china&catid=91:news&Itemid=84//jchen

Rep. Frank Wolf (R-VA),  chairman of the House appropriations subcomittee that funds NASA, restated his well known opposition to U.S. space cooperation with China at a hearing of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission today.  The commission was created by Congress in 2000 to report on the national security implications of the trade and economic relationships between the two countries.  It held a hearing today about the implications of China's military and civil space activities.  Witnesses included DOD's Greg Schulte and Rep. Wolf as well as two panels of experts.  Rep. Wolf's statement was circulated by his staff.   He began by expressing disappointment that NASA declined to participate in the hearing and that it was "reflective of this administration's abysmal record on American leadership in space."


Plan Unpopular – A2 Link Turn

No link turns – US China cooperation has zero political support 

Taylor Dinerman, senior editor at the Hudson Institute’s New York branch and co-author of the forthcoming Towards a Theory of Spacepower: Selected Essays, from National Defense University Press, 8/23/04, “Dancing on eggs: US space cooperation with China”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/212/1//jchen 

The US response to China’s increasing role in space has been low key—so low key, as to be almost nonexistent. As far as one can tell, official Washington confined itself to a single statement of congratulations from NASA Administrator Sean O’Keefe. This is not a sign of any carefully laid-out strategy, and if there is any quiet space diplomacy going on, it is exceptionally well hidden. Instead, the US response to China’s space programs is based on several political factors.  First of all, there is the failure of the US government to satisfactorily resolve the “Chinagate” issue left over from the Clinton Administration. The Cox Committee report conclusions that showed China’s comprehensive effort to steal US space technology to improve their ICBMs has been challenged but not disproved. Until there is some definitive answer to the question, “Did China use its commercial launch industry to steal militarily significant technology?” the US Government is going to find it difficult to cooperate with Beijing on anything other than a superficial level. Second, there is the lack of any desire on the part of NASA to stick its collective neck out and risk being told “Hell No!” by the Congress and the Administration. The agency has enough problems to deal with right now and does not need the added stress of trying to push forward a relationship that will not help achieve NASA’s vision or its goals. China might be able to help marginally, but not in the short run.  Third, there is no real constituency inside the Washington foreign policy establishment pushing for US-Chinese space cooperation. The China desk at the State Department does not seem to be interested and the think tanks that deal with Asian issues also seem to lack any interest in making a real effort to work on space cooperation.


***Arms Control CP***

1NC Shell
The United States federal government should commit to an international treaty to forgo the placement of weapons in outer space, excluding missile defense.
Solves Chinese cooperation – they support a ban on space weapons

James Clay Moltz, Associate Director and Research Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Arms Control Association, April 2002, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1031//jchen
Subsequently, China sought to insert space arms control into the debate at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva as a condition for further disarmament talks. In June 2001, it offered a draft treaty on preventing the weaponization of outer space. The treaty would ban the testing and deployment of weapons based in space, as well as any weapon that could be used from the Earth, sea, or air for “war-fighting in outer space.” The United States opposed this effort, and talks have ground to a halt.  Could the proposal outlined in this article offer a face-saving way out for both sides? It could if the Chinese proposal’s definition of “war-fighting” does not include destroying ballistic missiles passing through space—a possible interpretation of the current wording. Moreover, Chinese officials might welcome the opportunity to begin some forward movement to stop the most threatening aspects of ballistic missile defenses: the look-down, shoot-down Space-Based Laser and the space-based, kinetic-kill interceptor. Thus, the new proposal might provide at least a starting point for discussions.
Solves credibility – refusal to ban space weaponization causes international suspicion

Cynthia B. Zhang, Rutgers Computer & Technology Law Journal, 6/22/08, “Do as I say, not as I do - is Star Wars inevitable?

 Exploring the future of international space regime in the context of the

 2006 U.S. National Space Policy”, http://www.entrepreneur.com/tradejournals/article/189703318.html//jchen
The 2006 National Space Policy was published without fanfare and  caused international concerns. The new policy was notable in its  unilateralist tone. (33) In contrast to its 1996 predecessor, the new  Policy declared, among other principles, that the United States  "rejects any limitations on the fundamental right of the United  States to operate in and acquire data from space." (34) The 1996  policy also acknowledged the importance of applicable international  commitments. (35) The new Policy mentions nothing about such  commitments. (36)   The new space policy incorporated many of the Rumsfeld  Commission's recommendations. For the first time, scientific  exploration was no longer a key goal. Instead, the language suggests  that the United States will not hesitate to take active steps to  preserve the status quo of space--U.S. supremacy. (37) The language in  the new Policy makes the United States the adjudicator and enforcer in  determining who, or which entity, may possess the inclination to narrow  the United States' space supremacy.   Contrary to previous administrations' policies, the 2006  National Space Policy formally renounces any new efforts aimed at  curbing proliferation of space weapons. (38) Although the administration  reaffirms its support for the traditional notion of "peaceful  use," it includes "defense-related activities." (39) The  administration assured that there was no policy shift, distinguishing  between "defense [in] space" and the "weaponization of  space." (40)   The world reacted with alarm and anger at the 2006 National Space  Policy. (41) The U.S. military had been advocating a more assertive  stance in space. The new policy reflects that influence:        [T]he United States will: preserve its rights, capabilities, and     freedom of action in space; dissuade or deter others from either     impeding those rights or developing capabilities intended to do so;     ... take those actions necessary to protect is space capabilities     ... and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space     capabilities hostile to U.S. national interests. (42)  Implicit in the new Policy is the assumption that outer space  "belongs" to the United States. This has effectively made the  United States the gatekeeper of outer space, determining both who gets  to play and under what rules. (43) In safeguarding this possession, U.S.  national interests must be (and indeed, the Policy indicates they are)  of supreme importance, trumping any international agreement. The  inherent danger in the new policy is that it undermines existing efforts  at arms control and prevention of the weaponization of space. Although  the administration firmly denies that weaponization is a policy goal,  the foreclosure of dialogue fosters suspicion and weakens the  administration's credibility on the subject. (44)

Space Debris/Ozone Net Benefit

Solves space debris – limits weapons testing and launches
James Clay Moltz, Associate Director and Research Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Arms Control Association, April 2002, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1031//jchen
Overall, the need for some settlement on the space weapons issue is clear. The decisions taken today will affect the future of international space activities not only in the military realm, but also in the scientific and commercial sectors, which are having a growing impact on the economies of leading developed and developing countries. The issue is particularly important when one considers the possible impact of multiple states conducting unlimited space-based weapons testing and deployments in the increasingly crowded realm of low-Earth orbit, where debris and the relative proximity of spacecraft and weapons suggest the need for at least some rules of the road. Given these factors, the issue of future space security is too important to be bottled up any longer within the stalemate at the Conference on Disarmament, where no action is likely under current conditions.


Politics Net Benefit –Moderate Support

CP provides political shield for anti-weaponization moderates

James Clay Moltz, Associate Director and Research Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Arms Control Association, April 2002, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1031//jchen
More indicative of chances for creating a bipartisan consensus on limiting space weapons was a speech in late September 2001 by Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN), a highly respected Republican foreign policy beacon. In an address to the National Press Club, Lugar rejected the idea of moving forward with a multitiered national missile defense and instead called upon the Bush administration to reorient missile defense programs to focus on the existing, short-range missile threat and to redouble efforts to fight terrorism and provide for homeland security. He argued that longer-range missile defenses and space systems should be put off indefinitely, suggesting a significant difference of opinion with the Bush administration. Other concerned Republicans are echoing such thoughts in this spring’s congressional budget debates, particularly as politically risky deficit spending looms.  Thus, although arms controllers may despair about current plans, there are good reasons to think that cooler heads can still prevail in the space weapons debate. Although missile defense of some sort may be inevitable, those who doubt the utility of space weapons represent a majority in Congress. This middle constituency is the one with whom the arms control community must open a dialogue. The problem today in trying to identify a defensible middle ground for space arms control is the lack of a formula to draw in these moderates, who do not want to be painted as “anti-missile defense.” Thus, a search to create new alternatives to the existing options and arguments must be undertaken.
No link – Congress dislikes space weaponization

James Clay Moltz, Associate Director and Research Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Arms Control Association, April 2002, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1031//jchen
In addition, a strong contingent within Congress still supports NASA and the International Space Station, which, despite problems, continues to resonate as a worthwhile endeavor with the American public. Introducing weapons into space is abhorrent to many Americans, raised to view space as the realm of the Apollo astronauts, the moon landing, and the shuttle missions. Even conservatives such as Representative Curt Weldon (R-PA) have emphasized the continued importance of manned space research to the nation’s economy and the development of spin-offs for furthering our technological base. Despite Weldon’s support for missile defense, he and other NASA supporters may modify their stances when they recognize that aggressive deployment of space weapons could jeopardize other U.S. space priorities. Tests of ASAT weapons, for example, could create debris that might threaten astronauts on the International Space Station. They might also cause costly litigation in which commercial providers seek restitution from the U.S. military for damage caused to their satellites. Foreign claims could create international incidents harmful to U.S. foreign and defense policies, as well as commercial interests. Ten to 20 years down the line, multiple states responding to U.S. weapons in orbit could create an unlimited test range in low-Earth orbit, to the great harm of U.S. space interests, including for military assets.  It is not surprising, therefore, that risks associated with weaponizing low-Earth orbit do not sit well with many members of Congress, who want to see U.S. military, scientific, and commercial leadership in space protected. According to defense analyst Theresa Hitchens, U.S. satellite providers are already nervous about possible future U.S. government decisions to try to shut off foreign access to U.S. communications satellites in times of crisis and to shoot down U.S. and foreign satellites providing such access.10 They fear that this may lead foreign customers to develop their own satellite industries to ensure the availability of spares, thus stimulating competition and cutting into existing U.S. market share.

Space weapons unpopular – popular budget target
James Clay Moltz, Associate Director and Research Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Arms Control Association, April 2002, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1031//jchen
The same Congress that boosted funding for missile defenses by 57 percent to $8.3 billion last year also cut significant chunks out of Bush proposals for space-based elements of national missile defense. Indeed, the final House-Senate conference committee eliminated $120 million from the president’s proposed $170 million appropriation for the Space-Based Laser. It also eliminated funds entirely for the Space Based Infrared System-low (SBIRS-low), a satellite-based early-warning system. These actions suggest that space weapons are vulnerable to congressional challenges.  Also, the full impact of the change in the Senate’s leadership has not yet been felt. Key Democrats have come out in strong opposition to space weapons, including Senators Tom Daschle (SD), Joseph Biden (DE), and Carl Levin (MI). Except for the unprecedented budget unity brought on by the September 11 events, cuts would likely have been made in the missile defense budget for fiscal year 2002,9 forcing even harder choices regarding space defenses. Such debates are beginning for fiscal year 2003. Conservative Democrat Robert Byrd (WV) warned on the Senate floor against “a headlong and fiscally spendthrift rush” to deploy space weapons, concluding, “That heavy foot on the accelerator is merely the stamp and roar of rhetoric.”

Politics Net Benefit – Obama

No link to politics – Obama is already on record for arms control – means no loss of political capital
Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy, Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, Heritage Foundation, 7/6/10, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/07/obamas-national-space-policy-subordinating-national-security-to-arms-control//jchen
As inappropriate as it is for President Obama to downplay the importance of national security in the National Space Policy, it is not surprising. During his presidential campaign, Obama famously promised not to “weaponize” space. Given that space has been weaponized since the dawn of the space age, his promise clearly meant that under his leadership the U.S. would move toward de-weaponizing and de-militarizing its uses of space. Such a policy, unfortunately, will force the U.S. in the direction of giving up its dominant position in terms of military and intelligence space capabilities, which provides the U.S. with enormous advantages over the enemy in the conduct and support of military operations.

The National Space Policy shows that President Obama intends to use the tools of transparency, cooperation, and space arms control to fulfill this ill-advised campaign promise. This intention is made all the more clear by his decision last year to agree to a negotiating agenda at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament that includes an item on space arms control. Accordingly, the National Space Policy states, “The United States will consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable, and enhance the national security of United States and its allies.”

No link – Obama can circumvent the Senate with arms treaties

Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy, Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, Heritage Foundation, 7/6/10, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/07/obamas-national-space-policy-subordinating-national-security-to-arms-control//jchen

A close examination of the White House’s National Space Policy[1] released on June 28 reveals that national security is subordinated to policies for seeking cooperation, transparency, and most of all, arms control agreements regarding space systems and operations. Putting arms control at the center of the National Space Policy carries the direct risk of the U.S. losing its military and intelligence advantages in space and increasing the effectiveness of the “anti-access” strategies of U.S. adversaries. Further, Congress—and the Senate in particular—needs to keep a close watch on the Obama Administration’s space arms control initiatives. The Obama Administration will most certainly be tempted to pursue this arms control agenda in ways that effectively circumvent the Senate’s constitutional role in consenting to the ratification of international agreements that should be concluded as treaties.


Politics Net Benefit – A2 Perm Shields

Link on politics proves China cooperation is MASSIVELY unpopular – overwhelms any popularity of the CP

CP is a compromise on missile defense that allows arms control to be marginally successful in Congress – can’t shield

James Clay Moltz, Associate Director and Research Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Arms Control Association, April 2002, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1031//jchen
Careful study of the various positions in the debate over national missile defense and space weapons suggests that there is room for a compromise on low-Earth orbit, at least among key constituencies such as the U.S. Congress, industry, and the Russian government, as well as the U.S. electorate, which, in the end, is going to pay for any of the near-term space systems being proposed. In practical terms, the core elements of Bush’s national and theater missile defense programs remain the direct-ascent systems, which use low-Earth orbital space as a point of interception but which do not require space-basing. Granting states the right to attack missiles traveling through space (as well as to deploy boost-phase missiles defenses that do not require space-based elements) but forbidding them from shooting from space or attacking permanent objects in space could provide a meaningful compromise approach. The core elements of such a compromise proposal on space weapons might look like this:  No use, testing, or deployment of weapons or interceptors of any sort in regions of space above 500 miles; Permitted testing of ground-based, sea-based, and air-based interceptors in low-Earth orbit (60-500 miles) against ballistic missiles passing through space (although with frequency limitations per year/per state and possible restrictions on altitude and debris generation, which do not exist today); No stationing of weapons of any sort in low-Earth orbit, including kinetic-kill vehicles, lasers, or any other weapons for use against space-, ground-, sea-, or air-based targets (to prevent destabilizing aspects of short warning times in space and to alleviate public fears of use of weapons from space against cities); No testing or use of lasers from ground-, sea-, or air-based platforms against any space-based, orbital objects; and No testing or use of other ground-, sea-, or air-based weapons against satellites or other space-based objects (chiefly a confidence-building and debris-reduction measure, because direct-ascent missile defenses would have some residual ASAT capabilities). Although each of these provisions could be subject to further negotiation, the core elements could provide meaningful protections for parties desiring to preserve safe access to space while also allowing missile defenses to move forward.  Would such a treaty be perfect? It would not be when viewed from the perspective of both extremes in the debate. But, for the larger group of moderates—both domestically and internationally—this option could be very attractive. It would offer significant protections from weapons systems that are allowed under the current loophole-filled treaty regime, while also grandfathering a variety of missile defense technologies that are already fairly far advanced and whose development would be difficult to stop.

Politics Net Benefit – A2 Missile Defense Popular

Only precluding BMD development are unpopular – CP is a mixed treaty that solves perception

James Clay Moltz, Associate Director and Research Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Arms Control Association, April 2002, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1031//jchen
Thus, as capabilities to deploy these systems increase, either weapons will be needed or treaties will need to be expanded and strengthened. To date, the Bush administration has been effective in pushing the weapons option as the best means of overcoming these threats, even to the point of withdrawing from the ABM Treaty. Meanwhile, arms control supporters have failed to communicate an effective alternative strategy to the Congress and the American people. Most importantly, they have failed to open a dialogue with moderate Republicans to consider possible “mixed” strategies that might involve some weapons options but also strengthened treaties.  Fortunately, time is still on the side of a deal. Current funding requests from the administration show continued interest in two weapons for national missile defense that would be space based: the Space-Based Laser and a kinetic kill interceptor similar to the original Brilliant Pebbles concept. Both systems would be deployed in low-Earth orbit. Pentagon officials at the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) indicate that deployment of these technologies is at least a decade off. However, testing of the Army’s Kinetic Energy Anti-Satellite (KEASAT) interceptor may begin much sooner. In addition, a considerable number of other missile defense technologies—the ground-based interceptor, the Theater High Altitude Area Defense system, and some of the sea-based interceptors—attack their targets and destroy them in low-Earth orbital space. These systems play a central role in the theater missile defense programs that have gained considerable bipartisan support in Congress. Some of these systems have been extensively tested and have developed some limited missile interception capabilities. Work on them will be accelerated and ramped up to faster missiles and more complex tests after June 2002.

Solvency – China Coop

Key to relations – China wants to prevent weaponization of outer space

Hui Zhang, Senior Research Associate at the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard, “CHINA AND A FISSILE MATERIAL CUTOFF TREATY”, 2002, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/inmm2002_zhang.pdf//jchen

China’s other major security concern is the weaponization of outer space. China has concerns that US missile   defense plans will inevitably intensify competition in outer space.  To develop strategic missile defense   systems, the US would have to develop and use its military assets in outer space and deploy space-based   missile defense components which will function as a space weapon system. And the missile defense system  itself could be used as  anti-satellite weapons (ASAT). Meanwhile, such a missile defense system will   encourage other countries to deploy ASAT weapons. Thus, it will initiate a new arms race in outer space.   China has further concerns about any US program of "Space Control" and concerns that the US missile   defense plans would be one part of the pursuit of space control. U.S. military planning documents issued in   recent years explicitly reveal it wants to "control the space “ and establish superiority over the world.  4  The   “space control” plan would require the development, testing, and deployment of ASATS based in space or on   earth. The arms race of ASAT weapons would make the peaceful use of outer space much more dangerous, such as the vital communication, navigation, environmental  monitoring satellites would be countered. The   development of the space control program would raise the risk of turning outer space into a battlefield. China   is further concerned that the US space dominance program will offer the US absolute military superiority and   be used to intervene in China’s affairs.    China is also concerned about that US missile defense and space weaponization plans would degrade China’s   security environment. The US missile defense plans and the US withdrawal from the ABM treaty will end   further reductions in the nuclear arsenals of the United States and Russia than otherwise. Thus, the huge gap   between China’s nuclear arsenal and those of the United States and Russia will remain. China is not willing   to see the huge “strategic missile gap” between its arsenal and those of both leading nuclear powers, which   pose a major threat to China’s small nuclear arsenal, continue to grow. Eventually, failure to proceed with   the nuclear disarmament process that the nuclear weapon states have committed to under the NPT would   damage the nuclear non-proliferation regime. China wishes to focus on its economic development.  It needs a   stable international security environment to do so.   


A2 – Russia Relations DA

Solves Russian relations – they support a ban on space weapons

James Clay Moltz, Associate Director and Research Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Arms Control Association, April 2002, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1031//jchen
Russia is another critical player, given its extensive space program and military space capabilities. In a speech outlining his government’s priorities in space at the United Nations in September 2001, Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov noted several key provisions central to his government for any new treaty on space security: (1) no placement by states of weapons in orbit; (2) no use or threat of use of weapons against space-based targets; and (3) establishment of a verification mechanism adequate to implement the new agreement. Notably, the speech did not specifically call for a ban on missile defenses or the use of low-Earth orbit for missile interception. Thus, there are firm grounds for believing that Moscow would be receptive to this initiative.

A2 – Slippery Slope => No Missile Defense

No slippery slope – setting clear limits for missile defense checks back

James Clay Moltz, Associate Director and Research Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Arms Control Association, April 2002, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1031//jchen
For the Pentagon, such a regime would entail some limitations in terms of ASAT weapons, but it would also create an environment in which other states would find development of hostile systems extremely difficult without detection. For Congress, space would be protected for high-profile, civilian manned missions and lucrative commercial applications. For the arms control community, this regime would set the world a short distance down the “slope” of weaponizing space by allowing the use of low-Earth orbit for missile defense purposes from the Earth, sea, and air. However, the slope would no longer be “slippery,” as it is today, but would instead be marked with clear barriers against further descent. Detailed negotiations would be needed on how many tests to allow each state per year in low-Earth orbit and what debris mitigation techniques to require. Although this would affect mainly the United States in the short run, it would create a powerful set of restrictions for future space-faring states as well, thus protecting U.S. commercial and passive military interests in debris-free low-Earth orbit. In sum, a number of key players would come away from the table with tangible benefits.

A2 – China Cheats

Only a reason the plan fails – if China inevitably intends to build weapons the plan’s act of cooperation also fails to prevent space militarization making their impact inevitable.

China won’t cheat – wants arms control so they can prevent a space race

Easy to verify – satellite launches are hard to hide

Kenneth S. Blazejewski, is in private practice in New York City, focusing primarily on international   corporate and financial transactions. He received his master’s degree in public affairs from the Woodrow   Wilson School at Princeton University and his JD degree from the New York University School of Law, Strategic Studies Quarterly, Spring 2008,  “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA509492&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf//jchen
A third reason for the United States to agree not to launch weapons into outer   space is that such an agreement need not threaten two stated US interests—  protection of satellites and the development of a limited BMD system. Before   turning to each of these issues, it is necessary to note two potential problems   with a decision to forgo space weaponization. First, as stated above, there is no   guarantee that China does not plan to develop its own robust ASAT and space   weapons programs regardless of US activity in this area. “Space racers” doubt   that a US commitment not to place weapons in space will influence China’s   policy on space weaponization. Ultimately, cheating is a risk that countries run   whenever they agree to be bound by a shared international agreement. However,   certain factors significantly reduce this risk. First, while the secret development   of space weapons technology might be possible, any effort to deploy or test space   weapons will be clearly visible to the international community.  57   Without the   capacity to test, any space weapons program will be stifled at an early stage of   development. Second, there is little reason to think that in the foreseeable future   the technological capacity of the United States would fall far behind that of any   state planning to launch space weapons. A commitment not to deploy weapons   does not mean that all research and development must cease immediately. Once   it becomes clear that a state is preparing to launch space weapons, the United   States could respond by executing its own space weapons contingency plan.   Third, as stated above, space weapons are relatively easy targets for ASAT attack,   a feature that can work in the interests of the United States if others deploy first.

***Condition CP***


Conditions Key 

Conditioning cooperation is key – solves diplomacy
East West Center, Established by the U.S. Congress in 1960, the Center serves as a resource for information and analysis on critical issues of common concern, bringing people together to exchange views, build expertise, and develop policy options. The Center is an independent, public, nonprofit organization, 6/15/11, “CHINA NOT AN IMMEDIATE THREAT TO U.S. TECH LEADERSHIP, EXPERT TELLS REVIEW COMMISSION”//jchen
China’s policies have no doubt increased technology-related trade conflicts with the U.S., adding further to disputes over exchange rates and foreign direct investment, Ernst said, and America has the right to insist on safeguards against forced technology transfers. But more proactive trade diplomacy would also require substantial private investment and improved capacity for monitoring by U.S. government agencies.  Given the current restrictions on U.S. public budgets, the private sector needs to contribute to the necessary funding, Ernst said. In addition, industry needs to be more forthcoming with information on employment effects, both at home and overseas, of its manufacturing and R&D activities in China, as well as on cyber security violations and other proven damages of Chinese policies. To identify areas where policy adjustments might be possible, the U.S. needs to conduct continuous monitoring and in-depth research on how Chinese innovation policies are evolving over time, he said.  “U.S. trade negotiations with China have a significantly greater chance of success if there is a sharing of benefits that is acceptable to both sides,” Ernst said. “It is certainly in America’s interest to foster U.S.-China cooperation on science, technology, and innovation. But these partnerships need to be on an equal footing, with reciprocity of rights and obligations on contentious issues, such as finding the right balance between the protection of intellectual property rights and China’s interest in technology diffusion.

Quid pro quo transparency solves miscalculation in space
Tracey Hayes, Lieutenant Colonel USAF, JOINT FORCES STAFF COLLEGE, “PROPOSAL FOR A COOPERATIVE SPACE STRATEGY WITH CHINA”, April 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA530117&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf//jchen
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.  131 Quid 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.

Solvency – Tech Transfer
Transparency key to prevent tech transfer

Tracey Hayes, Lieutenant Colonel USAF, JOINT FORCES STAFF COLLEGE, “PROPOSAL FOR A COOPERATIVE SPACE STRATEGY WITH CHINA”, April 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA530117&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf//jchen
Chinese opacity is   currently an impediment to successful U.S.-China cooperation in space.  Evidence   implies China continues to conduct economic diplomacy via trade, investment and   development aid with a “no strings attached” policy – referring to the lack of   transparency, good governance and respect for human rights.  166    This is an obvious   concern if China applies this policy to defense related technology to make economic or   resource gains.  In order for a U.S.-China cooperative space strategy to succeed, the U.S.   must have assurances that China will responsibly control all transferred technology.


Privatization CP Solvency
Private industry key to sustain R&D and enhance China cooperation
East West Center, Established by the U.S. Congress in 1960, the Center serves as a resource for information and analysis on critical issues of common concern, bringing people together to exchange views, build expertise, and develop policy options. The Center is an independent, public, nonprofit organization, 6/15/11, “CHINA NOT AN IMMEDIATE THREAT TO U.S. TECH LEADERSHIP, EXPERT TELLS REVIEW COMMISSION”//jchen

China’s policies have no doubt increased technology-related trade conflicts with the U.S., adding further to disputes over exchange rates and foreign direct investment, Ernst said, and America has the right to insist on safeguards against forced technology transfers. But more proactive trade diplomacy would also require substantial private investment and improved capacity for monitoring by U.S. government agencies.  Given the current restrictions on U.S. public budgets, the private sector needs to contribute to the necessary funding, Ernst said. In addition, industry needs to be more forthcoming with information on employment effects, both at home and overseas, of its manufacturing and R&D activities in China, as well as on cyber security violations and other proven damages of Chinese policies. To identify areas where policy adjustments might be possible, the U.S. needs to conduct continuous monitoring and in-depth research on how Chinese innovation policies are evolving over time, he said.

Spending DA Links


A mission to mars would spend upwards of $300 billion

Richard Ingham And Annie Hautefeuille 4/11/11 – AFP News's international coordinateor of science, health, and environmental coverage; staff writer for the Daily Star, The Daily Star, “Are manned missions just a waste of space?”, http://www.lexisnexis.com:80/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12244753475&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12244753447&

cisb=22_T12244753446&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=8058&docNo=2)

PARIS: The world will be awash with talk of courage and vision as it looks back on 50 years of manned space flight Tuesday, a trail blazed by Yuri Gagarin's 108-minute trip around the planet. But what if the past half-century has been just a cosmic waste of money? Presidents and space agencies insist manned missions will always be at the heart of their space programs. An astronaut not only embodies the human quest to explore, they argue. He or she can also act on intuition and think swiftly and creatively in ways impossible for a machine. Dissidents dismiss this as a craving for prestige, or lobbying by the space industry or astronauts themselves. Manned space flight, they contend, has sapped funds for robot probes and satellites that unlock more knowledge and practical advantages at a lower price - and put no-one's life at risk. "People get so excited about manned flight they don't start thinking about what benefit it brings," said Gerard DeGroot, a professor of history at Scotland's University of St. Andrews. "Aside from the excitement, it doesn't actually affect our lives." Each day, the International Space Station (ISS) retreads Gagarin's path in low Earth orbit. At the same time, unheralded scouts are sending home data about the mysteries of Saturn, Mars, Venus, Mercury and the Sun or race to a distant rendezvous with a comet or asteroid. And at home, an army of satellites give us Internet and cheap phone calls, provide airliners and cars with onboard navigation and shower scientists with data about weather systems and Earth's environmental health. "None of these advantages came from manned flight," said DeGroot, who wrote "Dark Side of the Moon," an iconoclastic account of the Apollo space program. Contrarians say Apollo starkly showed that sending a human in space was dangerous, requiring a feat of engineering just to keep him alive and get him home safely. It demonstrated that the Moon was a deeply hostile place and our primitive chemical rockets would never get us to Jupiter, let alone the stars. And above all, it showed just how astronomically costly manned space flight is. "One thing that I think no-one realized, even as late as 1961, is that human spaceflight is enormously expensive. It's something that President Kennedy only realized after his announcement of the Apollo program in May 1961," said Cathleen Lewis, curator at the Smithsonian National Air and Space Museum in Washington. "The continuing drive to send humans into space remains among human beings, it's beyond question. But finding ways to do it which is not that expensive is very, very difficult." The ISS - comprising the United States, Russia, Japan, Canada and Europe - carries a price tag of $100 billion, by some estimates. As for a return to the Moon and venturing on to Mars, politicians may like to sound the rhetoric - but they are less keen about signing the cheques. Francis Rocard, a specialist in Solar System exploration at France's National Center of Space Studies (CNES), says the $25 billion cost in 1969 terms of Apollo would be around $165 billion today. "Getting [a human] to Mars would be much more expensive, perhaps $200 or $300 billion. An unmanned mission, bringing soil samples back to Earth, would be between $5 and $10 billion," he said. By way of comparison, the Cassini-Huygens mission is exploring Saturn and its moons at a cost to U.S. and European taxpayers of $3.25 billion, while NASA's Spirit and Opportunity rovers on Mars cost $820 million. The Man vs. Robot debate inspires mixed feelings among scientists, especially when it comes to the annual tussle over budgets. If the pro-robot faction derides the point of manned missions, many in its ranks quietly recognize that having a human or two carries a political benefit. A face in space stimulates public interest ... and unlocks funds. "There's no bucks without Buck Rogers," as the phrase goes. Jacques Arnould, a theologian and Dominican monk who is a researcher at CNES, said the exhilarating images returned by today's probes showed that humans could trust machines to be their eyes, ears and fingers in space. "There are more and sophisticated robot technologies around," he said. "We won't necessarily have a human being like Gagarin say 'Ah, Mars is a beautiful planet.' But there is a huge number of ways in which we can be present on worlds other than our own without physically being there."

Going to Mars would cost $160 billion—and the plan would take 30 years

Anuradha K. Herath -- is a writer for the Astrobiology Magazine, (18 April 2011, “Why Is It So Hard to Travel to Mars?” http://www.space.com/11417-mars-missions-space-travel-challenges.html, JT)

Budget constraints for Mars flights In April of last year, President Barack Obama, speaking at a conference at NASA's Kennedy Space Center, reiterated America's commitment to sending a human to Mars. "By 2025, we expect new spacecraft designed for long journeys to allow us to begin the first-ever crewed missions beyond the moon into deep space," Obama said. "We'll start by sending astronauts to an asteroid for the first time in history. By the mid-2030s, I believe we can send humans to orbit Mars and return them safely to Earth. And a landing on Mars will follow. And I expect to be around to see it." Since then, however, NASA has been undergoing budget cuts that will have an impact on various programs, including those that deal with designing spacecraft for long-distance flights. "I do think NASA has decided to take a step back and look at a broad range of technology investments to enable future space exploration beyond our own Earth orbit," said Engelund. Some of those cuts will most likely make its way to the Mars program and determine if and when humans will be able to explore the Red Planet. "Unfortunately, development is closely tied to budget," said Ayanna Howard, an associate professor of electrical and computer engineering and the chair of the robotics doctoral program at the Georgia Institute of Technology. "If sufficient funding is made available, then scientists (and) engineers should be able to develop and integrate the required EDL components necessary for human Mars missions within the next 30 years. If not enough resources are allocated, this timeline might not be feasible." With a manned mission to Mars still requiring a great deal of research and investment, scientists and governments may have to consider alternate options if they want to see a human — from any country — land on Mars. "I think there's a real feeling that NASA can't afford to go it alone, and will look towards international partnerships and cooperation," Engelund said. "Personally I think there is tremendous potential to send humans to Mars — and what better way to do it than with a global campaign allowing many nations to work together?" To Levine, the cost of sending humans to Mars is the biggest hurdle to overcome. "It's a budget issue, a money issue," Levine said. "Once the money is available, we can do it. A human mission to Mars will be one the greatest adventures in the history of the human race. To me, it's not a question of will we go — it's when we'll go." Still, when it comes to the $160 billion the plan suggests corporations might pony up for such a mission, "where I grew up, that's a lot of money," Nelson quipped. 

$100 billion or more

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)
In the last decade, the human exploration of Mars has been a topic of intense debate. Much of the focus of this debate lies on scientific reasons for sending, or not sending, humans to Mars. However, the more profound questions regarding why our natural and financial resources should be spent on such endeavor have not been addressed in a significant way. To be successful, the human exploration of Mars needs reasons beyond science to convince the public. People are far more interested in the short-term outcome of exploration than any nebulous long-term benefits. Finding the right balance of science and other factors is critical to convince taxpayers to part with $100 billion or more of their money over the next couple of decades to fund such endeavor. In the following, I briefly explain why the colonization of Mars will bring benefits for humans on Earth, looking beyond scientific reasons.

Tradeoff DA Link

Mission to Mars trades off with other NASA priorities

US Congress, Office of Technology Assessment (1991, U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment Exploring the Moon and Mars: Choices for the Nation, OTA-ISC-502 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, July 1991), JT)

PAYING FOR THE MISSION FROM PLANET EARTH Returning crews to the Moon and exploring Mars would have a major impact on NASA’s yearly budget, and could adversely affect the funding of NASA’s other activities. To support the Missions to and from Planet Earth, and the various programs to which NASA has already committed, the Report of the Advisory Committee on the Future of the U.S. Space Program recommended 10-percent real growth in NASA’s overall budget over a period sufficient to pay for the Mission from Planet Earth as well as other NASA activities. 2 The National Research Council Committee on Human Exploration of Space recommended growth of NASA’s budget by a “few l0ths of percent in GNR”27 During the years of highest spending on the Apollo program (1%4-66) NASA spent about 0.8 percent of the GNP.28 However, the United States was then in the middle of a “race to the Moon,” and beating the Soviet Union to it was a national priority. No such race exists today. Significant pressures on the discretionary portion of the Federal budget will make obtaining a real growth rate in NASA’s budget of 10 percent, or increases of a few tenths percent of the GNP, extremely difficult, unless our national priorities change.29 NASA’s budget submission for fiscal year 1991 included a total of $%2.8 million for activities cited in the budget summary as related to SEI. Of that amount, about $188 million was targeted to support new activities.30 In passing the Appropriations Bill for the Department of Housing and Urban Development and Independent Agencies,31 Congress deferred consideration of the proposed SEI as a result of “severe budgetary constraints which limit the agency’s ability to maintain previously authorized projects ZsComputing capaci~ per weight and volume has decreased dramatically over the last 30 years. If existing trends continue, computing capacity may not be a limiting factor. 96. Exploring the Moon and Mars and activities.”32 NASA received about $584 million. NASA’s budget submission for 1992 contains $94 million in support of identified SEI activities. In funding the many elements of the Mission from Planet Earth, or SEI, it will be important to maintain a balance of activities in space. Since the Apollo days, NASA’s projects devoted to “manned” activities have received the lion’s share of NASA’s budget. Recently, that share has increased. In fiscal year 1990, for example, activities for people in space consumed about 70 percent of NASA’s budget.33 Space scientists and other observers of the U.S. space program have raised the concern that the SEI might increase the proportion of funding applied to human activities in space to the detriment of space science, the Mission to Planet Earth and other NASA space projects. 34 Both the National Research Council’s Committee on Human Exploration of Space35 and the Advisory Committee on the Future of the U.S. Space Program36 have recommended fencing funding for the rest of NASA's activities from funding for a Mission from Planet Earth. The Advisory Committee specifically recommends “that the civil space science program should have first priority for NASA resources, and continue to be funded at approximately the same percentage of the NASA budget as at present (about 20 percent).” 37 However, the administration and Congress may find it difficult to maintain funding for NASA's base programs if the funding for SEI leads to an even larger percentage of NASA's budget than its endeavors to support people in space now command. Schedule and other delays in such activities would necessarily lead to cost overruns that could “squeeze out” funding for other civilian space activities.
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