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Will Pass – Obama push critical to sustained support

Reuters 5/5 (5/5/11, Doug Palmer and Richard Cowan are staff writers for Reuters, “Boehner says Obama push needed to pass trade deals” accessed 6/11/11 http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/05/05/us-usa-trade-boehner-idUSTRE74453V20110505)

The U.S. House of Representatives hopes to pass long-delayed free-trade agreements with Colombia, South Korea and Panama by August, House Speaker John Boehner said Thursday.  "We can move pretty quickly but it's going to take help by the president as well," Boehner told reporters.  Although Republicans, who now control the House, are generally pro-trade, some members of the party are skeptical of trade deals.  "I do believe a lot of work will have to be done with our own members," Boehner said.  In addition, a large portion of Democrats are likely to vote against the pacts, especially the Colombia agreement, which is generally seen as the most controversial of the three trade deals because of a long history of violence against union workers in the Andean country.  "The president is going to have to be out there as well talking about the importance of these three agreements. We hope to have them finished by the August recess," Boehner said.  U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk told reporters separately he was optimistic Congress would pass the three trade deals with "good bipartisan support."

Everyone opposes spending more money on space – including the public

Marc Kaufman, Washington Post, 7-9-2008, “US Finds It’s Getting Crowded Out There,” Global Policy Forum, http://www.globalpolicy.org/empire/challenges/competitors/2008/0709space.htm

Uncertainty over the fate of President Bush's ambitious "vision" of a manned moon-Mars mission, announced with great fanfare in 2004, is emblematic. The program was approved by Congress, but the administration's refusal to significantly increase spending to build a new generation of spacecraft has slowed development while leading to angry complaints that NASA is cannibalizing promising unmanned science missions to pay for the moon-Mars effort.  NASA's Griffin has told worried members of Congress that additional funds could move up the delivery date of the new-generation spacecraft from 2015 to 2013. The White House has rejected Senate efforts to provide the money. Although NASA's annual funding of $17 billion is large by civilian space agency standards, it constitutes less than 0.6 percent of the federal budget and is believed to be less than half of the amount spent on national security space programs. According to the Futron report, a considerably higher percentage of U.S. space funding goes into military hardware and systems than in any other nation.  At the same time, the enthusiasm for space ventures voiced by Europeans and Asians contrasts with America's lukewarm public response to the moon-Mars mission. In its assessment, Futron listed the most significant U.S. space weakness as "limited public interest in space activity."  The cost of manned space exploration, which requires expensive measures to sustain and protect astronauts in the cold emptiness of space, is a particular target. "The manned space program served a purpose during the Apollo times, but it just doesn't anymore," says Robert Parks, a University of Maryland physics professor who writes about NASA and space. The reason: "Human beings haven't changed much in 160,000 years," he said, "but robots get better by the day."

Skfta is key to alliance and asian stability – failure results in alliance collapse

Balbina Y. Hwang (Policy Analyst for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center) and Anthony B. Kim 2005 (Research Associate in the Center for International Trade and Economics, at The Heritage Foundation) “Beyond the U.S.–South Korea Alliance: Reinvigorating Economic Relations”, Backgrounder #1853, May 18, http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/bg1853.cfm

Recently, increasing anxiety about the future of the U.S.–Republic of Korea alliance has raised concerns in both Washington and Seoul. Yet the two allies have more in common today than ever before in a relationship that has endured for more than 50 years. This includes shared values of open markets, free trade, respect for the rule of law, and demo­cratic principles. With South Korea’s development into one of East Asia’s most vibrant market-oriented democracies, its economic relationship with the United States has steadily grown stronger, becoming one of the most important pillars supporting the alliance. One of today’s most prominent issues is the possibility of reaching a free trade agreement (FTA). Although the ongoing FTA review process will not automatically result in FTA negotiations, it will pro­vide insights into the obstacles to bilateral trade and lay the foundation for a future trade agreement.[1] Washington and Seoul should seize this opportunity to examine thoroughly the range of trade issues that exist between the two countries and to develop solutions. Regardless of whether or not an FTA is determined to be feasible at this time, mutual acceptance and resolution of challenges in the trading relationship will lead to a more positive and productive future for the United States and Repub­lic of Korea (ROK); therefore, the possibility of launching formal FTA negotiations should be vig­orously pursued. The Current Status of U.S.–ROK Economic Relations Since the inception of a mutual security treaty in 1953, the United States and South Korea have enjoyed a strong alliance that is considered one of the pillars of stability and security in Northeast Asia. While the alliance has provided the basis of a broad and mutually beneficial economic partner­ship for the past half-century, many Americans might be surprised to learn that Korea actually entered into the Treaty of Peace, Amity, Commerce and Navigation with the United States in 1882. This was Korea’s first treaty with a Western power, and during this long and sometimes rocky relation­ship, the two allies have come together in coopera­tion when strategic interests have converged.[2] The United States has played a critical role in the South Korean economy since the Korean War, but the bilateral economic relationship has steadily equalized in recent years, with bilateral trade expanding dramatically in the past 20 years. In 2004, total trade between the two countries exceeded $70 billion, a 120 percent increase from 1990.[3]South Korea has the world’s 11th largest econ­omy, and the United States is its second largest export market, accounting for nearly 20 percent of its total exports in 2004 (more than 6 percent of South Korea’s GDP).[4] Major exports to the United States include electrical and general machinery, cel­lular phones, textiles, and steel. In turn, South Korea is America’s seventh largest export market, importing such goods as semiconductors, machin­ery, aircraft, agricultural products, and beef. In 2003, South Korea was the United States’ fifth larg­est market for agricultural products and third larg­est beef market.[5]Bilateral trade in services has grown robustly as well. The United States is a major supplier of pri­vate services to the South Korean economy and ran a $4 billion surplus in 2003.[6] American companies have established a substantial presence in South Korea, with marked increases in foreign direct investment (FDI) in recent years. Over the past decade, American investments totaled nearly $30 billion, with FDI from the U.S. reaching a new record of $4.7 billion in 2004 alone—an astound­ing 280 percent increase from 2003. Today, more than 3,000 U.S. companies operate in South Korea. Why an FTA with the ROK? Enthusiasm for a U.S.–ROK FTA has grown steadily in recent years, particularly in South Korea, while American interest has been more cau­tious. In principle, the Bush Administration has been a strong proponent of bilateral trade agree­ments because they are an integral part of U.S. trade strategy to promote competitive liberaliza­tion, both at home and abroad.[7]Comprehensive agreements benefit both partners by injecting new competition into their domestic economies, lowering consumer prices, and shifting factors of production to more efficient uses, leveling the playing field for exporters. While free trade is certainly best pursued globally to minimize barriers and distortions in trade, the slow pace of negotia­tions in the World Trade Organization (WTO) has led many nations to pursue free trade through bilat­eral and regional agreements, allowing countries to customize agreements that meet the needs and con­cerns of individual countries.For the United States, an FTA with South Korea makes immense sense considering the existing areas of economic convergence and complementa­rities and the potential for even greater future gains. As one of America’s top trading partners, with bilat­eral trade exceeding $70 billion in 2004, South Korea currently enjoys relatively free access to the U.S. market while American exporters still face hurdles in South Korea.One of the greatest benefits of an FTA for the United States would be increased opportunity to export to South Korea. A 2001 U.S. International Trade Commission (ITC) report predicted that a U.S.–ROK FTA would increase annual American exports to South Korea by nearly $20 billon, while South Korean exports to the United States would rise by $10 billion.[8]The ITC study concluded that the largest gains in American exports would be in agricultural products such as dairy and meat prod­ucts. South Korea, which imports over $2 billion in U.S. farm products annually, is America’s fifth larg­est export market for agricultural goods. An FTA would provide greater access to agricultural goods by eliminating many of the strict non-tariff barriers.Official and private studies on the likely economic impact of an FTA conclude that it would benefit pro­ducers and consumers in both countries. For South Korea, increasing participation in trade agreements is not just beneficial, but may be necessary in order to achieve its stated goal of raising annual per capita income to $20,000 by 2010. Partially due to its scar­city of natural resources and the economy’s heavy reliance on external trade, which accounts for nearly 70 percent of GDP, South Korea will not realize this goal unless exports grow by 12 percent annually.[9] Significantly, the benefits of a U.S.–ROK FTA would go beyond promoting free trade, increasing economic benefits, and bolstering the broader bilateral relationship. Agreement and cooperation on economic issues provide a strong basis from which to reinforce collaboration in the political and security arenas. An FTA would undoubtedly reinvigorate and strengthen the dynamic and comprehensive U.S.–ROK alliance, which has been the cornerstone of peace and stability in Northeast Asia for more than 50 years. Although a broad consensus on the benefits of a U.S.–ROK FTA has existed since the idea was first floated in the mid-1980s, daunting obstacles have impeded implementation. While some of these challenges are structural, lack of political will and lack of support on both sides of the Pacific have hampered any real progress toward initiating seri­ous negotiations. The American and South Korean business communities are enthusiastic about an FTA, but official support in Washington has been muted, due not only to specific markets such as agriculture, which is likely to be a highly contentious issue, but also to the view that  South Korea needs to do more with existing agreements and regulations. Seoul’s diffi­culty in passing the ROK–Chile FTA, which took almost a year to ratify, does not bode well for future South Korean trade agreements. In particular, growing popular nationalism in response to the opening of South Korean markets has caused concern in Washington. While national­ism itself is not necessarily a negative trend, in South Korea the tone is worrisomely tied to anti-foreign sentiment, including a popular backlash against for­eign investments. One trade area in which popular nationalism has overtaken the debate is the South Korean movie industry, which maintains a screen quota limiting the screening of foreign movies on the basis that South Korean culture must be protected in order to thrive. Tensions over this quota remain a primary stumbling block for the conclusion of the bilateral investment treaty.[11] While the Bush Administration is skeptical about the near-term possibility of an FTA, support is stron­ger in the U.S. Congress. In May 2001, Senator Max Baucus (D–MT) introduced a bill (S. 944) authoriz­ing FTA negotiations with the ROK, marking the second time that he sponsored such legislation.[12] Regrettably, because of the lack of broader support in Congress and in the Administration, it did not lead to the launching of formal negotiations. Nevertheless, the United States should consider negotiating a free trade agreement with South Korea in the near future, although several areas of concern must be addressed before formal negotia­tions can begin. As the 2001 ITC report identified, the South Korean regulatory regime is still a signif­icant barrier to U.S. exports, along with other non-tariff measures such as product and safety stan­dards and pharmaceutical testing requirements. Seoul needs to address such issues before any future agreement is even considered. To create and build positive momentum for an FTA with South Korea, the United States should consider: Urging the South Korean government to dem­onstrate its political will by tackling issues such as U.S. beef imports and the screen quota. Initiating action on these two issues in particular would establish that South Korea is serious about seeking an FTA with the United States. Expeditiously lifting the ban on U.S. beef imports ahead of Japan would generate many supporters for the FTA among U.S. poli­cymakers, given that the issue is being watched carefully at the highest levels of the Bush Administration and Congress. Ending the screen quota would also send a strong signal that the political leadership in Seoul is strong enough to stand against special-interest groups seeking specialized protection.[13] Working to elicit stronger and more con­certed support from policymakers and the business communities in both countries. The American and South Korean business communi­ties have been moving gradually to organize a more effective campaign to promote an agree­ment and inform the general public about the potential benefits of an FTA. More important, growing numbers in Congress also understand the critical importance of the bilateral economic relationship. However, it would be equally important to have an influential advocate in the Bush Administration. Such orchestrated support to build positive momentum for a U.S.–ROK FTA would increase prospects for formal negotiations. Encouraging the ongoing process of reform in South Korea. The American pursuit of an FTA with South Korea should incorporate the broader goal of upgrading South Korea’s eco­nomic system. While a bold sense of entrepre­neurship has indisputably played a key role in South Korea’s tremendous economic success, the economic system remains shackled by bar­riers that still limit entrepreneurial opportuni­ties. The 2005 edition of the Index of Economic Freedom, an annual study by The Heritage Foundation and The Wall Street Journal, lists South Korea as the 45th freest economy out of 155 economies surveyed.[14] As Asia’s third larg­est economy, South Korea’s economy has the fundamentals—such as its large supplies of capital, highly educated labor forces, modern infrastructure, and stable legal system—all in place. What is missing is strong political leader­ship to address more difficult issues that keep South Korea from being a truly free economy. Conclusion Given the challenges posed by several conten­tious trade issues, a U.S.–ROK FTA in the near future may be an overly ambitious goal. Neverthe­less, it is undoubtedly in the interests of both coun­tries to work toward a trade agreement. The American National Association of Manufacturers has identified South Korea as a one of the “top five candidate countries” for a future trade agree­ment.[15] If an agreement is to be reached, however, this positive assessment must be accompanied by concerted efforts in Washington and Seoul. Both the United States and South Korea have much to gain from reinvigorating their economic relations. Seeking an FTA will reinforce the alliance by establishing a positive venue for dialogue and ultimately serve the national interests of both countries.

Korean war risks extinction

Clare Doyle, CWI, “Korean Peninsula: Nuclear Sabre-Rattling,” SOCIALIST WORLD, 6-7-09, www.socialistworld.net/eng/2009/06/0701.html, accessed 5-4-10.

In the past couple of weeks, three 'events' in the peninsula have hit the headlines. There was the renewed nuclear bomb and missile testing in the north, accompanied by threats of resuming a war that is more than half a century old. At about the same time there was the suicide of a former president in the south, followed by mass demonstrations of grief and protest at the present right-wing government. Thirdly, came news that the ailing North Korean leader, Kim Jong-il, had named his successor. These events coming together have underlined the instability of the situation on the peninsula. In particular, the question is raised of whether a war will take place – one that could develop into a nuclear war threatening the very survival of the planet.

Heg sovles nuclear war

Khalilzad 95, (Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND analyst, “Losing the Moment,” WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Spring 1995, LN.)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

***Uniquenesss***
Uniqueness – Will Pass – PC
Obama pushing now

Rueters 6/7 (6/7/11, “UPDATE 4-Republicans call Obama trade policy 'schizophrenic'” accessed 6/10/11 http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/07/usa-trade-deals-idUSN0712665220110607)
APPROVAL THIS YEAR Carol Guthrie, a spokeswoman for the U.S. Trade Representative's office, said Obama was "committed to passing all three trade agreements this year as well as extending Trade Adjustment Assistance." The administration has been moving toward the first step in congressional consideration of the agreements, the so-called "mock markups" held by the Senate Finance Committee and the House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee before the the White House formally submits the pacts, she said. "Congress can keep faith with America's workers by reaching an agreement on TAA by the time that work is done, so that these agreements are not delayed," Guthrie said. 

Uniqueness – Will Pass – PC Key

Obama has reiterated commitment to KORUS, biggest hurdle overcome, and US passage ensures KNA passage

Yonhap 4/13

http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/04/14/260301000000AEN20110414000200315F.HTML

The Obama administration Wednesday repeated calls on Congress to move immediately to ratify the pending trade deal with South Korea, saying similar deals with Colombia and Panama will be ready in weeks.     Some leading Republicans have threatened to block President Barack Obama's nomination for Commerce Secretary Gary Locke's replacement unless Obama sends to Congress the Korea FTA together with the deals with Colombia and Panama. Locke has been appointed U.S. ambassador to China.     "Korea is ready to go now, as we have said," U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk told the U.S. Customs and Border Protection Annual Trade Symposium here. "The Colombia trade agreement could be ready in a matter of weeks. And we expect the same to be true for Panama."     Washington reached a new deal with Bogota early this month on labor rights, which have served as a stumbling block to the deal's congressional approval since its signing in 2007.     The Obama administration also made progress recently in labor rights and the exchange of tax information with Panama to pave the way for the ratification of that pact.     The Obama administration wants Congress to approve the Korea deal "this spring" so as not to lag behind the European Union, which ratified a similar deal with Seoul set to take effect in July.     Kirk took note of a supplemental deal Washington reached with Seoul in December that "successfully negotiated new commitments from Korea that will provide additional market access and a level playing field for American auto manufacturers and workers exporting to Korea."     The revised deal addresses U.S. concerns over lopsided auto trade, the biggest hurdle to congressional approval, calling for a delayed phase-out of auto tariffs in return for Washington's concessions on pork and medicine.     The Korea deal "is the most commercially significant trade agreement the United States has concluded in more than 17 years," Kirk said. "For goods trade alone, the U.S.-Korea trade agreement is estimated to increase exports to Korea by $11 billion -- and that total could support at least 70,000 additional U.S. jobs."     The Korea FTA was negotiated under the Trade Promotion Authority Act of 2002, which requires Congress to vote yes or no without amendments within 90 days of the deal's submission.     The South Korean National Assembly is waiting for the U.S. Congress to approve the Korea FTA first to facilitate its ratification in South Korea, where the liberal major opposition party fears an adverse impact on the agricultural industry.

Uniqueness – Will Pass – Bipartisanship

Will pass – Obama’s political capital and bipartisanship

Reuters 5/5 (5/5/11, Doug Palmer and Richard Cowan are staff writers for Reuters, “Boehner says Obama push needed to pass trade deals” accessed 6/11/11 http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/05/05/us-usa-trade-boehner-idUSTRE74453V20110505)

After striking side deals to address outstanding concerns about each of the three trade pacts, the Obama administration now has "agreements that we think are going to garner good bipartisan support," Kirk said. "We believe we can work with the leadership in the House and the Senate to get them passed," Kirk said. The trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama were signed during the administration of President George W. Bush, but they stalled in the face of Democratic opposition. Since December, the Obama administration has negotiated new auto provisions for the Korean agreement, a tax information exchange treaty with Panama and an action plan with Colombia to address longstanding US concerns about anti-union violence. 

Uniqueness – Will Pass – AT: TAA

Republicans will compromise

Rueters 6/7 (6/7/11, “UPDATE 4-Republicans call Obama trade policy 'schizophrenic'” accessed 6/10/11 http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/07/usa-trade-deals-idUSN0712665220110607)

"We need to separate these issues, deal with them independently, and move ahead with these trade deals," which the White House itself has estimated would create tens of thousands of U.S. jobs, McConnell said. He said Democrats were holding up the pacts to get a better deal for union groups that oppose them. At a news conference, McConnell told reporters Republicans "would be happy" to consider TAA if it was coupled with legislation to give Obama trade promotion authority to negotiate new trade agreements. That authority, which expired during the second term of former President George W. Bush, allows the White House to negotiate trade deals that Congress must approve or reject without making any changes. Obama has not asked for the authority, but his administration is negotiating a regional trade agreements with eight countries in the Asia Pacific region. 

***Links***

Space Unpopular – Spending Fears

Plan is unpopular – there’s no political will for space solar development

David Boswell, Space Review, 8-30-2004, “Whatever happened to solar power satellites,” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/214/1

In the 2004 budget the Department of Energy has over $260 million allocated for fusion research. Obviously the government has some interest in funding renewable energy research and they realize that private companies would not be able to fund the development of a sustainable fusion industry on their own. From this perspective, the barrier holding back solar power satellites is not purely financial, but rather the problem is that there is not enough political will to make the money available for further development.

Space Unpopular – Public

Public hates the plan – even if they like space, they don’t like spending money

Stewart M. Powell, Houston Chronicle, 6-18-2008, “NASA popular,” ln

Key arguments being made by supporters of increased NASA funding are not resonating with the American public, a new Gallup Poll released Tuesday found.  The poll conducted for a business group called the Coalition for Space Exploration found that voters strongly approve of the venerable space agency's work but are reluctant to pay more taxes to finance new initiatives.  The Gallup survey - released just a day before the House is scheduled to vote on adding $2.9 billion to the NASA budget - undercut a key argument being used by Texas lawmakers in their bid to persuade Congress to boost spending: that more money is needed to compete in space against China and to close a five-year gap in manned U.S. space operations between retirement of the shuttle fleet in 2010 and launch of the Constellation program in 2015.  The Gallup survey of 1,002 adults found that two of three Americans were not alarmed by the prospect that China plans to send astronauts to the moon by 2017 - at least one year ahead of the first scheduled U.S. lunar mission since 1972.

Space Unpopular – Military Spending

Congress against military spending during economic downturn

Politico, December 10, 2007, “Congress makes the unkindest cuts on defense” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1207/7292.html [Sharma]

The vast majority of Congress is fundamentally anti-military. That was amply demonstrated on Nov. 8 by an overwhelming 400-15 vote in the House, and an unopposed unanimous voice vote in the Senate, on a new Department of Defense Appropriations Act to fund peacetime Pentagon programs for the current fiscal year. That makes 520 of a total of 535 members of Congress who thought this bill was just dandy, most of whom said so in their press releases ballyhooing the passage of the measure.   President Bush joined the anti-defense horde Nov. 13 when he signed this legislative monstrosity into law. As Congress continues to bicker with Bush on the war and much else, both it and the president assume — probably safely — that the piles of garbage they inserted and endorsed in the defense bill will be ignored.   Anti-military monstrosity? Piles of garbage? Doesn’t that seem a bit strong? After all, what’s wrong with voting for defense spending?   Let me count the ways.   Consider the following, which members of Congress from both parties and the president forgot to include in their press releases: Congress cut the Pentagon’s military personnel account, the basic payroll for military men and women, by $500 million.

MM Unpopular 

Moon funding contentious in congress – upcoming elections

Powell 2010 (Stewart M. Powell, NYT,  Monday, October 11, 201  Obama signs new space law http://www.cleveland.com/nation/index.ssf/2010/10/obama_signs_new_space_law.html)

The Obama administration faces uncertainty over whether Congress will provide NASA the full $19 billion for the current fiscal year called for in the law signed by Obama on Monday. Congress is scheduled to return to Capitol Hill after the Nov. 2 mid-term congressional elections to approve spending for federal agencies through next Sept. 30. Obama and NASA policy makers in the House and Senate have approved the policy framework contained in the legislation signed by Obama but it remains up to congressional appropriators in November to actually vote the money. "The 600 pound gorilla here is the U.S. economy and the need for fiscal responsibility across all the agencies," explained former astronaut Sally Ride, a member of the White House panel that concluded NASA's Bush-era back-to-the-moon Constellation program was behind schedule, over budget and unachievable without $3 billion more a year. "The realities are very clear." 

Travel to moon requires horse trading – mars exploration proves

Powell 2010 ( House OKs new course for manned spaceflight With Obama's signature, moon missions will give way to Mars By STEWART M. POWELL WASHINGTON BUREAU Sept. 29, 2010 Read more: http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/7224649.html#ixzz1NyXU2SWB )

The United States on Wednesday officially abandoned nearly 50 years of pursuing manned moon missions — the galvanizing symbol of space exploration - to lay down a new roadmap calling for NASA to catapult astronauts to distant asteroids and Mars. The course correction came in a 304-118 House vote at 10:35 p.m. Wednesday adopting a 108-page White House-Senate compromise that officially scrapped the last vestiges of Bush-era plans to return astronauts to the moon by 2020. The deal authorized $1.3 billion over the next three years for commercial spacecraft companies to begin ferrying cargo and astronauts to the orbiting space station, freeing NASA to pour billions of dollars into developing heavy lift rockets and crew capsules suitable for deep space exploration. The compromise, in the making for months, was crafted by Sens. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Dallas, and Bill Nelson, D-Fla., and now heads to President Barack Obama's desk for signature into law. Read more: http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/7224649.html#ixzz1NyXBAd52 

Moon funding insights fights

CSM 4/16 ( NASA and Obama's budget: the politics and ideals of human space exploration Negative reaction to the president's initial plan for NASA has forced him to backpedal a bit and offer a schedule for human spaceflights to Mars and an asteroid. He now needs to work more closely with Congress to set long-term, deep-space missions.  April 16, 2010 http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/the-monitors-view/2010/0416/NASA-and-Obama-s-budget-the-politics-and-ideals-of-human-space-exploration)

The political battle over funding the moon project will play out in Congress over coming months. Some compromise may be possible. This debate will likely have little of the polarizing partisan tones of other issues on Capitol Hill. Rather, it pits key political states with many space-related jobs – Florida, Texas, California, and Colorado – against other states. 

MM Unpopular – Republicans

Republicans want to decrease space funding – 2011 appropriations prove debate insights partisanship

Klamper 2010 ( Amy Klamper, Space News Staff WriterDate: 03 November 2010  After Elections, Critics of Obama's NASA Plan Likely to Take Over 2 Key Committees http://www.space.com/9462-elections-critics-obama-nasa-plan-2-key-committees.html)

Although lawmakers are expected to reconvene for a lame-duck session Nov. 15, it remains unclear whether new spending legislation will be approved before a stopgap measure intended to keep the government running into the current budget year expires Dec. 3. That stopgap measure, called a continuing resolution, funds the federal government at 2010 levels. In the meantime, with incoming Republican leaders threatening to dial back discretionary spending across the federal government next year, the $19 billion Congress authorized for NASA in 2011 could be in jeopardy. House Minority Leader Rep. John Boehner (R-Ohio), who is expected to become speaker of the House in January, voted against the recently enacted NASA legislation and more broadly has pledged to roll back spending in an effort to reduce the federal deficit. In a weekly Republican address Oct. 30, Boehner criticized spending under Democratic leadership and outlined reforms in the governing agenda Republicans expect to implement in the 112th Congress. "We're ready to cut spending to pre-'stimulus,' pre-bailout levels, saving taxpayers $100 billion almost immediately," Boehner said. "And we're ready to put in place strict budget caps that limit spending from here on out, to ensure that Washington is no longer on this spending binge." 

MM Unpopular – Spending Fears

Moon funding unpopular

Timmer 4/25 ( John Timmer Science Editor et Observatory moderator John got a Bachelor of Arts in Biochemistry from Columbia University, and a Ph.D. in Molecular and Cell Biology from the University of California, Berkeley, 4/25/11, “Bill introduced directing NASA to establish a moon base” accessed 5/31/11 http://arstechnica.com/science/news/2011/04/bill-introduced-directing-nasa-to-establish-a-moon-base.ars)

Overall, the bill is roughly in keeping with Obama's priorities, which involve developing the ability to construct and fuel a long-distance mission in orbit; those abilities could apply equally to sending construction materials to the Moon. It would also avoid one of the problems with the lack of an obvious focus in Obama's plan, which could be viewed as "maybe an asteroid, some day." Even assuming that the bill could clear the full House and Senate (and survive an Obama veto), the impact may be much less than its supporters hope. As its text notes, a return to the Moon has been a Congressional priority several times before; that didn't stop Obama from dismissing it with "We've been there." And, more significantly, it clearly didn't ensure that the NASA budget was sufficient to actually accomplish that goal. Simply stating that NASA's budget will be "consistent" with achieving it by 2020 leaves open a lot of room for different definitions of consistent, and allows the current Congress to shift the burden of finding money onto future ones, which may not be inclined to do so. Thus, on its own, the bill would accomplish nearly nothing and is sufficiently vague that it probably won't even be viewed as providing direction to NASA, at least within NASA. And, given how contentious budget issues have been in the current Congress, any attempt to turn it into something concrete would probably make it a non-starter. 

Budget concerns means partisanship

CSM 5/16 (By Pete Spotts, Staff writer / May 16, 2011  After the space shuttle, astronaut corps awaits a new mission NASA's once-iconic astronaut corps will shrink but still play a vital role as the space shuttle era comes to an end. http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Society/2011/0516/After-the-space-shuttle-astronaut-corps-awaits-a-new-mission)

The current debates in Washington over the future of NASA's human-spaceflight enterprise and the increasingly loud cries for deep budget cuts from deficit hawks in Congress have left NASA and the corps "without a clear definition of what we should be doing," says Whitson. "We're an action-oriented group. We like to take something and pound the details out to make it work. The times when we don't have a clear direction are the most difficult times. And it's an unclear time right now." NASA has been preparing for the end of the shuttle program and a downsized astronaut corps since January 2004, nearly a year after the Columbia disaster, when the orbiter broke up on reentry, killing its seven-member crew. At the time, President George W. Bush unveiled his vision for space exploration. It called for terminating the shuttle program in 2010, an end to US involvement in the ISS in 2015, and the development of two rockets, one of which could deliver a crew of four to low-Earth orbit by 2014. 

SPS Unpopular – Public

There is considerable public opposition to space solar power

RFF Resources for the Future, a nonprofit and nonpartisan organization that conducts independent research rooted primarily in economics and other social sciences on environmental and natural resource issues. “Satellite Solar Power Faces Considerable Economic Challenges,” April 21, 2000

Because the technology needed to develop SSP is still in its early stages, it is difficult to assess how much it will ultimately cost to develop, and thus how competitive it may be compared to other forms of energy, the RFF study says. For SSP to be competitive, significant reductions would be needed in the costs of launching the satellites into space and other key technologies. Additionally, demand for SSP may be low among foreign countries unless they share in control of the system. At the same time, some in the public continue to worry about the possible health effects of electric and magnetic fields, a fact that may further weaken SSP’s public support.

Public opposes SPS – they’re scared about the health effects

Linda Shiner, Air and Space Magazine, 7-1-2008, “Where The Sun Does Shine,” http://www.airspacemag.com/space-exploration/Sun_Does_Shine.html

Perhaps the biggest hurdle facing space solar power is public concern about how low-level microwave beams will affect animals and humans. Never mind that the fear remains unfounded. Because of the widespread use of microwaves for communication, the Federal Communications Commission has established a safety standard for human exposure. In all proposed space power systems, the expected power density at the edges of the receiving antenna, where people are most likely to be affected, meets the standard. But explaining this to the public, which hears “microwave” and thinks “oven,” might require a large and costly education campaign. Another worry, that microwave beams could scramble a passing airliner’s avionics or harm passengers, could be addressed by restricting the airspace around the beams, just as the Federal Aviation Administration restricts the airspace over nuclear power plants. Space power advocates may find it instructive to study the political struggles of the nuclear power industry.

SPS Unpopular – Republicans

Solar power is unpopular with republicans – growing partisanship

Las Vegas Review Journal 08 (“Solar-power lobby's pressure has Ensign feeling alienated”, June 14, http://www.lvrj.com/business/19939644.html)

WASHINGTON -- Breaking with an industry that is growing significant in Nevada, Sen. John Ensign cried foul this week against a solar power lobbying campaign. Ensign said an effort to pressure him on solar tax breaks has had the opposite effect of "personally alienating" him and other senators. In an outburst notable for its bluntness, the Republican sent a blistering letter Thursday to the national membership of the Solar Energy Industry Association, and later gave it to reporters. He said lobbyists threw away their goodwill when they carried out a strategy that included a statement suggesting Ensign was favoring "billionaire hedge fund managers" over job creation in Nevada. "It is rare to have such overwhelming bipartisan support in today's political climate but the solar industry had it and your association's leadership squandered it," Ensign wrote. The episode exposed a fissure that had been widening since last year as Congress tries but fails to extend investment and production tax credits for solar, wind, geothermal and other renewable sources that expire this year. Nevada solar executives privately expressed unhappiness that Ensign was voting against bills containing the tax credits along with other expiring tax breaks. Ensign said he opposed the bills because they would have paid for the new tax breaks by raising taxes on the oil and gas industry and other business interests. He argued the trade-off would blunt the overall benefit to the economy. Earlier this spring, Ensign sponsored an alternative with Sen. Maria Cantwell, D-Wash., that called for new renewable energy tax breaks without cost offsets. It passed the Senate 88-8, but is stuck in the House. On Tuesday, the latest effort to move a tax bill was blocked by Republicans 50-44. A new vote is expected next week. In advance of Tuesday's vote, the solar industry said in a statement that Ensign "will have to choose between job-creating solar power for Nevada or continuing a veto threat that protects the off-shore tax havens of billionaire hedge-fund managers." That set off Ensign, along with disclosure of a solar lobbying plan targeting Republicans, including Sens. John McCain and Jon Kyl of Arizona, Pete Domenici of New Mexico, Orrin Hatch and Robert Bennett of Utah and Wayne Allard of Colorado. "Following a partisan playbook is not a proven or wise track," Ensign said in his letter to the solar industry. "Instead of capitalizing on this opportunity to achieve your goals, SEIA wasted it." Rhone Resch, Solar Energy Industry Association president, said Friday the intent was not to alienate Ensign but to prod Congress to find a way to pass the tax provisions. If they expire, investment in solar will come to a halt, he said.

SPS Unpopular – Political Capital

SPS would cost lots of political capital

Leonard David, Space News, 9-19-2007, “Space Based Solar,” http://www.space.com/businesstechnology/070919_sps_airforce.html

Peter Teets, Distinguished Chair of the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, said that SBSP must be economically viable with those economics probably not there today. "But if we can find a way with continued technology development ... and smart moves in terms of development cycles to bring clean energy from space to the Earth, it's a home run kind of situation," he told attendees of the meeting.  "It's a noble effort," Teets told Space News. There remain uncertainties in SBSP, including closure on a business case for the idea, he added.  "I think the Air Force has a legitimate stake in starting it. But the scale of this project is going to be enormous. This could create a new agency ... who knows? It's going to take the President and a lot of political will to go forward with this," Teets said.

Developing SPS would require lots of political capital – no support to pay for it

Rob Mahan, founder of Citizens for Space Based Solar Power, 12-28-2007, “SBSP FAQ,” http://c-sbsp.org/sbsp-faq/#06

The political solution will most likely be the biggest hurdle to the development of space-based solar power because so many areas have to be negotiated and agreed upon, not only within the United States, but with our allies around the world, too. Strong energy independence legislation is the first step that needs to be taken immediately. Treaties and agreements for the military and commercial use of space must be negotiated and put into place. Universal safety measures must be agreed upon and integrated into related legislation and treaties. Getting widespread voter (i.e. tax-payer) support to prompt Congress to take action may be the highest hurdle of all.

Developing an SPS will be politically contentious

Lionel S. Johns, Assistant Director, OTA Energy, Materials, and International Security Division. “Solar Power Satellites” August 1981 http://www.wws.princeton.edu/cgi-bin/%20byteserv.prl/~ota/disk3/1981/8124/
The incentives required to spur any private interest would in themselves involve drawbacks. A company taking a major risk on SPS would expect to be compensated by exclusive patents and other guarantees, in effect with a monopoly. Government regulation would have to take risks into account by allowing a very high rate of return, i.e., allowing the owners to charge high rates for SPS electricity. A private monopoly charging above-average prices could prove to be politically embarrassing. An SPS system will require a great deal of political support both locally, nationally, and internationally: land-use conflicts, monopoly considerations, environmental standards, tax incentives, and radio frequency allocations are a few of the political issues that SPS will need to confront. Private development and ownership may be seen as leading to an excessive concentration of power outside effective public control
SPS Unpopular – Alternative Energy

Space solar is unpopular and opposed by the fossil fuel lobby – no counterlobby exists

John Gartner, 6-22-2004, “NASA Spaces on Energy Solution,” Wired, http://www.wired.com/science/discoveries/news/2004/06/63913

Mankins said that because the technology blurs the lines between governmental agencies, it does not have a true champion. "To NASA, it's not fish, nor fowl, nor red herring -- it's not our mission," Mankins said. NASA does not explore terrestrial energy sources, and the Department of Energy does not research satellites, according to Mankins.  "It has fallen neatly through the cracks, as it has for decades," Mankins said. He said that NASA's development of space solar power would likely determine whether or not satellites ever send energy to Earth. "Given how critical NASA is to all the space and related technologies required, it's hard for me to see how it could happen" without NASA.  Arthur P. Smith, a physicist who has written about solar power from space for the American Physical Society (PDF), said that interest in beaming solar power from satellites has waxed and waned since it was first proposed more than 30 years ago. Smith said that research funding was highest during the oil crisis in the Carter administration, but after gas prices retreated the program was shelved for almost 20 years.  Pursuing solar power from space "should be part of our plan for energy independence," Smith said. He said that if NASA invested $10 billion in research over the next 10 years, the technology would likely become cost-effective enough to begin launching satellites.  Neville Marzwell, advanced concepts innovation technology manager at NASA, spent five years researching methods of improving a satellite's ability to collect solar energy before his program was cut. Marzwell claims that politics played a part in the decision to kill the space solar power program.  The United States "doesn't have the political will to fund the research" because of pressure from fossil-fuel lobbyists, Marzwell said. "We could have become the Saudi Arabia of the world electricity market," Marzwell said. But because the coal and oil industries don't want threats to their profits, they applied political pressure, causing the program to be scrapped, according to Marzwell.

Building SSP would be a massive political battle and anger fossil fuel lobbies  

Darel Preble, President of Space Solar Power Institute, 12-15-2006, “Introduction,” http://www.sspi.gatech.edu/sunsatcorpfaq.pdf

Changing our nation and our world’s baseload energy generation sources to introduce SSP is a massive battle. The current oil, coal, and gas energy providers, nuclear as well, are not eager to see their baseload investments face competition from SSP, which has zero fuel costs and zero emissions and a billion years of steady supply projected. This is why SSP has been unfunded since it was invented in 1968. Carter pushed through the SSP reference study in 1979-1980, but space transportation costs were far too high, and they were forced to plan to use astronauts to bolt it together. This is too dangerous for astronauts outside the protection of the Van Allen Radiation Belts. (The Space Station is inside the Van Allen Belts) People are also too expensive to use for SSP construction. Telerobotics, the real way to assemble SSP, did not exist in 1979. Now it is used in heart surgery every day worldwide and for a thousand other uses. (The fossil fuel industry has battled environmentalists every inch during our struggle to understand climate change effects. That is their right. Perhaps half the studies are wrong. But half are right.) Most crucially, space transportation costs have stayed too high because there is no market large enough to support a Reusable Launch Vehicle fleet. SSP IS just such a massive market. Robert Zubrin mentions this battle and perspective in “Entering Space”, page 51. He quit space transportation and decided to work on Mars, which has no possibility of commercialization this century. This is detailed in the Space Transportation chapter on the SSPW website also. You can’t make an omelet without breaking a few eggs.
Fossil fuel lobbies oppose SPS

Peter Glaser, PhD, inventor of SPS idea, Spring 2008, “An Energy Pioneer,” Ad Astra, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf

No, because people can still get gas for their cars too easily. Those in the top levels of science and government know what is coming, but the average man on the street will not care unless it impacts his wallet. That is the biggest problem. The basic approach is unchanged from my initial concept. We could have built this system 30 years ago. The technology just keeps getting better. The design and implementation is a small problem compared to the much larger obstacle of getting people to understand the potential benefits. Building such a system could provide cheap and limitless power for the entire planet, yet instead of trying to find a way to make it work, most people shrug it off as being too expensive or too difficult. Of course existing energy providers will fight, too. It only makes sense that coal and oil lobbies will continue to find plenty of reasons for our representatives in Congress to reject limitless energy from the sun.

SPS Unpopular – Spending 

SPS is very controversial – pragmatics and economics

URSI, 2008, International Union of Radio Science, “White Paper,” http://www.ursi.org/WP/WP-SPS%20final.htm

There are SPS-related issues that are highly controversial. Although several space agencies have pursued SPS studies and research (see the next section), very critical papers have been published that concluded that an SPS is impractical and will never go into operation (e.g., [2]). A more pro-SPS reply to this criticism [3] was based on the economic issues raised in [2]. Among the controversial issues is the question of the space engineering and technology that are necessary for the launch, and the assembly and the maintenance of an SPS system, all of which to a great extent are not yet possible. Other heavily debated issues are related to economic justifications (in comparison with other power sources), are related to the question of whether an SPS can provide a base-load “clean” power system on a global scale, are related to military applications, and are related to public acceptance. All of these issues are beyond URSI’s scientific domain and will therefore not be discussed in this white paper. Social issues of an SPS may perhaps be addressed by the International Council for Science (ICSU).

SPS Unpopular – Space Mil

Space militarization destroys public support for SPS

Lionel S. Johns, Assistant Director, OTA Energy, Materials, and International Security Division. “Solar Power Satellites” August 1981 http://www.wws.princeton.edu/cgi-bin/%20byteserv.prl/~ota/disk3/1981/8124/

In the future, public opinion about space and SPS in particular will be influenced by the relative status of space programs in this and other countries.101 For example, the pursuit of SPS programs in other nations might act as an impetus for the United States to participate in or develop its own SPS. In light of the experience with Skylab, it is clear that the success or failure of U.S. space projects such as the space shuttle will have a marked effect on public thinking. Grassroots organizations supportive of space, and the popularity of science fiction and space-oriented entertainment, could also play a role in determining attitudes toward the exploitation and exploration of space. A growing public interest in space utilization or exploration and increased appreciation of the pragmatic benefits of space could put SPS in a favorable light.102 Equitable international agreements about the use of space could also spur support for SPS. On the other hand, ambiguous space agreements, international conflicts, or the escalation of space weaponry couId turn public opinion away from SPS. Negative public thinking about space activities and SPS could also stem from the technical failure of a major space vehicle or satelIite.

SPS Unpopular – No Lobbies

The link only goes one way – no lobbies support the plan

Joseph D. Rouge, Acting director of National Security Space Office, 10-9-2007, “Space-Based Solar Power,” http://www.acq.osd.mil/nsso/solar/SBSPInterimAssesment0.1.pdf

The SBSP Study Group found that SBSP development over the past 30 years has made little progress because it “falls between the cracks” of currently‐defined responsibilities of federal bureaucracies, and has lacked an organizational advocate within the US Government. The current bureaucratic lanes are drawn in such a way to exclude the likelihood of SBSP development. NASA’s charter and focus is clearly on robotic and human exploration to execute - 25 - the Moon‐Mars Vision for Space Exploration, and is cognizant that it is not America’s Department of Energy (DOE). DOE rightly recognizes that the hard challenges to SBSP all lie in spacefaring activities such as space access, and space‐to‐Earth power‐beaming, none of which are its core competencies, and would make it dependent upon a space‐capable agency. The Office of Space Commercialization in the Department of Commerce is not sufficiently resourced for this mission, and no dedicated Space Development Agency exists as of yet. DoD has much of the necessary development expertise in‐house, and clearly has a responsibility to look to the long term security of the United States, but it is also not the country’s Department of Energy, and must focus itself on war prevention and warfighting concerns. A similar problem exists in the private sector. US space companies are used to small launch markets with the government as a primary customer and advocate, and do not have a developed business model or speak in a common language with the energy companies. The energy companies have adequate capital and understand their market, but do not understand the aerospace sector. One requires a demonstrated market, while the other requires a demonstrated technical capability. Without a trusted agent to mediate the collaboration and serve as an advocate for supportive policy, progress is likely to be slow.
Despite minor interest, the plan is unpopular – no advocates for SPS

Frank Morring, Jr, Aerospace Daily and Defense Report, 8-9-2007, “Space solar power,” ln

Economically viable technology for space solar power exists today and could be developed in fairly short order if only it could find advocates in Congress and the federal bureaucracy, some experts say.  Earth's climate, the world economy and U.S. energy security could benefit from putting photovoltaic cells or other solar-energy converters into space and beaming the carbon-free renewable power they produce to the surface as microwaves or lasers, two experts in the field told a Washington roundtable sponsored by the George C. Marshall Institute Aug. 8.  But unlike nuclear fusion - the only other untapped energy source with the potential to meet the projected energy needs of human civilization - space solar power (SSP) has "fallen through the cracks," according to John C. Mankins, who led NASA's "Fresh Look" SSP study in 1995-2001 and is now chief operating officer of Managed Energy Technologies LLC.  Early days  Mankins and Martin Hoffert, an emeritus physics professor at New York University who was chair of the Department of Applied Science there, traced the SSP concept from its early days in the late 1970s, when a reference design developed by NASA and the U.S. Department of Energy would have cost $100 billion to generate the first watt of electricity and pushed the state of the art in aerospace and electrical engineering to the limits and beyond.  Since then, advances in photovoltaic cell efficiencies, solid-state electronics, robotics and other technologies have drastically cut startup costs, to the point that a profitable SSP system could be operating in the 2020s without a huge up-front government expenditure, Mankins and Hoffert say.  But the problem of gaining the necessary backing remains. Both experts said the concept enjoys "uncoordinated" support on Capitol Hill, with individual members of Congress intrigued by the idea but without the broad support it would need to get under way. Within the federal agencies with potential SSP roles, the Energy Department "culture" isn't conducive to large aerospace projects, Hoffert said, while NASA killed the SSP research effort Mankins was heading because "we don't do energy at NASA."  "Unless you have a champion within a government agency who can push something, which certainly fusion, for example, has, it's not going to happen," Hoffert said.

***Impacts***

SKFTA good – north korea war

And, US-South Korean relations key to six-party talks, NoKo denuclearization

Arvizu 08 (Alexander A. Arvizu, Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Statement before the House Foreign Affairs Committee Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific, and the Global Environment Washington, DC, “A New Beginning for the U.S.-South Korea Strategic Alliance,” 4/23/08, pg online @ http://www.state.gov/p/eap/rls/rm/2008/04/103976.htm)

The United States seeks through the Six-Party framework to complete the verified denuclearization of the Korean peninsula and to implement fully the vision set out in the Joint Statement of Principles agreed to by all six parties in September 2005. Our close coordination with the ROK in that process has been instrumental to the progress made to date. Along with successful denuclearization, the Joint Statement commits the United States and the other parties to take steps to normalize relations, to provide economic and energy assistance to North Korea, and to achieve a permanent peace arrangement in Korea, along with peace and security cooperation for the region. It is an ambitious agenda, and the United States and South Korea, along with the other parties, will need to work closely together to succeed.
Korean war collapses the global economy, risks nuclear winter

Hayes & Hamel-Green 2009 Peter, Professor of International Relations, RMIT University, Melbourne; and Director, Nautilus Institute, San Francisco, and Michael,  Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development, Victoria University, Melbourne, “The Path Not Taken, The Way Still Open: Denuclearizing The Korean Peninsula And Northeast Asia,” The Asia-Pacific Journal, 50-1-09, December 14, http://japanfocus.org/articles/print_article/3267

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 attack, 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. North Korea is currently believed to have sufficient plutonium stocks to produce up to 12 nuclear weapons.6 If and when it is successful in implementing a uranium enrichment program - having announced publicly that it is experimenting with enrichment technology on September 4, 20097 in a communication with the UN Security Council - it would likely acquire the capacity to produce over 100 such weapons. Although some may dismiss Korean Peninsula proliferation risks on the assumption that the North Korean regime will implode as a result of its own economic problems, food problems, and treatment of its own populace, there is little to suggest that this is imminent. If this were to happen, there would be the risk of nuclear weapons falling into hands of non-state actors in the disorder and chaos that would ensue. 

SKFTA good – Asian Stability
Free Trade deal is key to over-all relations and stability in Asia

LEE 11/18/09

Chung Min, dean of the Graduate School of International Studies at Yonsei University in Seoul. “How Obama, Can Shape Asia's Rise”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704402404574528921733982480.html
Third, Mr. Obama needs to address the situation on the Korean peninsula, which stands at a historical tipping point. The North Korean nuclear threat continues to dominate the security agenda but far greater change lies over the horizon—the day when all Koreans on both sides of the 38th parallel can live in freedom. Managing such a transition on the peninsula is going to entail the closest of coordination between Korea and the U.S. and robust confidence building with all of its neighbors, but especially with China. Mr. Obama and Mr. Lee should begin a concerted dialogue on a range of possible outcomes on the peninsula but also share their visions and strategies for a unified Korea with key regional players. All these steps will be challenging for all sides, as the dynamic between America and Korea shows. Seoul is playing a greater role in the Group of 20 economic summits and will host the 2010 meeting, redeploying forces to Afghanistan, and increasing overseas development assistance. But to play a constructive part in the future alliance with the U.S., Seoul has to support more fully democratic institutions in Asia by providing concrete financial and diplomatic assistance, and must step up economic reforms at home to boost its prosperity. As for Washington, continuing to delay the passage of the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement for myopic political interests will only elevate unnecessary tensions. When U.S. President-elect Dwight Eisenhower visited Korea in the midst of war in 1952, he could never have imagined how America's alliances would transform the face of Asia and Korea. As President Obama travels through Asia, one of the leading barometers of America's continuing influence over the next two to three decades surely resides in how he chooses to manage America's Asian alliances.
Nuclear War

Cirincione 00

[Cirincione, director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2000 <Joseph, Foreign Policy, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain,” Lexis]

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.

SKFTA good – Global free trade

An FTA Will Spark Free Trade and Inject Life into Global Trade Liberalization

Hill 07 (Christopher, “The United States-South Korea FTA: The Foreign Policy Implications,” Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs Statement before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Subcommittee on Terrorism, Nonproliferation, and Trade June 13, 2007 pg online @ http://www.state.gov/p/eap/rls/rm/2007/86408.htm)

Fourth, and finally, the KORUS FTA will give impetus to global trade liberalization: By demonstrating that two large, advanced economies can conclude a high-quality agreement eliminating both tariff and non-tariff barriers to trade and investment, the KORUS FTA could help spur further trade liberalization both within the Asia-Pacific region and globally. It will send a signal to our other trading partners, encouraging them to open their economies and creating a competitive dynamic that would spur more rapid progress on the multilateral trade liberalization front.

Nuclear winter

COPLEY NEWS SERVICE, staff, December 1, 1999, LN.

For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the [WTO] World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.

***Aff Answers***
SKFTA Won’t Pass – 2AC Must Read
SKFTA won’t pass – TAA battles, partisanship, and 2012 elections

Wall Street Journal 5/28 (Elizabeth Williamson is a staff writer for WSJ, 5/28/11, “Dispute Threatens Key Deals on Trade” accessed 6/10/11 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304066504576349832361669832.html)
The centerpiece of the American trade agenda—a trio of international trade pacts worth $13 billion in new U.S. exports—is in peril as Democrats and Republicans battle over a program that provides aid to U.S. workers. The dispute over the future of the 50-year-old Trade Adjustment Assistance program, which provides benefits to American workers displaced by foreign competition, is putting pending free-trade pacts with South Korea, Colombia and Panama in jeopardy by pulling them into the contentious debate over federal spending. The Obama administration and Democrats in Congress want the TAA program renewed. Some Republicans question its value and say it should be scaled back to narrow the deficit. The delay caused by the congressional sparring means it is now virtually impossible to pass the South Korea agreement before a trade pact between Korea and the European Union takes effect July 1. That will put a wide range of U.S. industries at a competitive disadvantage. Just a few weeks ago, the administration saw the TAA battle as surmountable. Now, unless lawmakers reach consensus soon, the trade pacts won't pass before the August recess, congressional aides say. After that, chances of passage grow slimmer as the 2012 election nears and lawmakers avoid controversial votes. "We're fighting like hell because if the vote doesn't happen by the recess, we risk it not happening in the fall," said Christopher Wenk, senior director for international policy at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. On Thursday, scores of business leaders visited all 100 senators to lobby for the agreements, and they plan to call on each House member in coming days. 

SKFTA Won’t Pass – TAA 

TAA stops passage

ITCSD 6/1 (International Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development, 6/1/11, “US Trade Pacts with Colombia, Korea, Panama Face New Setback” accessed 6/10/11 http://ictsd.org/i/news/bridgesweekly/107862/)

The pending free trade agreements that the US is pursuing with Colombia, Panama, and South Korea hit another roadblock this past week, as US President Barack Obama’s administration insisted that the US Congress reauthorise the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) programme before ratifying any of the deals. Obama’s announcement was followed by a public letter of support signed by 41 Senate Democrats - an indication of the overwhelming support that the TAA has within that party. Those senators stated that, despite their “differing views on elements of the trade agenda,” they were still “unified in our belief that the first order of business, before we should consider any FTA, is securing a long-term TAA extension.” The TAA provides support for US workers that lose jobs as a result of foreign competition. The programme underwent a series of reforms in 2009, but they expired in February of this year. The reforms expanded the programme to cover both services workers and those workers displaced by import competition from non-FTA countries, among other changes. The 2009 reform and reauthorisation was part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, more commonly referred to as the US economic stimulus package. The Senate Finance Committee recently concluded a three-week series of hearings on these pacts, with the goal of approving them by the August recess; however, this deadline is looking increasingly infeasible. The hearings, which began on 11 May and finished last Thursday, were part of the ongoing review process that is necessary before US Congress votes on the FTAs (see Bridges Weekly, 11 May 2011). 

TAA linkage means no pass – Republican budget concerns

Mass Device 5/26 (Mass Device, 5/26/11, “Medical device industry to Congress: Approve the Korea-U.S. free trade agreement” accesed 6/10/11 http://www.massdevice.com/news/medical-device-industry-congress-approve-korea-us-free-trade-agreement)
But U.S. free trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama won't get a vote until Congress meets a White House demand to renew the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program, which re-trains U.S. workers who get displaced when companies ship overseas. SIMILAR ENTRIES AdvaMed spends $360,000 on Q3 medical device lobbying GOP's Paulsen: Device tax would harm one of economy's "bright spots" $20 billion device tax lives on in new White House healthcare proposal Medicare chief Berwick set for face-off with House panel House approves FDA budget boost TAA benefits expired in February, but the GOP-led House rejected a renewal bid, citing budgetary concerns. At a Senate hearing on the bill Thursday, Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) argued that the aid program is too expensive to gain approval and the White House's ultimatum puts the trade agreements at risk. Hatch is the top Republican on the Senate Finance Committee. Renewing TAA at 2009 levels would cost about $7.2 billion over 10 years. "They want $7.2 billion at a time when this country is basically broke,” Hatch said. “Why hold up three agreements that are beneficial to the American worker?” 

SKFTA Won’t Pass – TAA – AT: No linkage

They will be linked and republicans won’t budge – no chance of passage
The Hill 5/25 (Vicki Needham is a staff writer for the hill, 5/25/11, “Debate heats up over passage of trade agreements” accessed 6/10/11 http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/163225-debate-heats-up-over-passage-of-trade-agreements)
Debate heated up Wednesday over demands by congressional Democrats and the Obama administration to reach an agreement on an aid program that helps U.S. workers displaced by trade before moving ahead with three pending free-trade agreements. During a hearing on the deal with Panama, Senate Finance Chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.) said "it's all or nothing" and that the trade deals with Panama, Colombia and South Korea and the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program "must move together as a package." Last week, the White House said it won't submit agreements for congressional approval until lawmakers agree to renew the TAA program. Senate Finance ranking member Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) expressed concern over the long-delayed trade deals being held up further because of the insistence to renew the TAA program. Hatch pressed Miriam Sapiro, deputy U.S. trade representative, for specifics on which jobs would be lost by implementing the three pending trade deals, thus requiring the renewal of the TAA program, which expired in February. 

SPS Popular – Alternative Energy

Solar space is popular

NASA, 2007 (NASA, “Space Based Solar Power as an Opportunity for Strategic Security” Phase 0 Architecture Feasibility Study, October 10, 2007)

The SBSP Study Group found that SBSP is an idea that appears to generate significant interest and support across a broad variety of sectors.  Compared to other ideas either for space exploration or alternative energy, Space-Based Solar Power is presently not a publicly well-known idea, in part because it has no organizational advocate within government, and has not received any substantial funding or public attention for a significant period of time.  Nevertheless, DoD review team leaders were virtually overwhelmed by the interest in Space-Based Solar Power that they discovered. What began as a small e-mail group became unmanageable as the social network & map-of-expertise expanded and word spread. To cope, study leaders were forced to move to an on-line collaborative group with nearly daily requests for new account access, ultimately growing to over 170 aerospace and policy experts all contributing pro-bono. This group became so large, and the need to more closely examine certain questions so acute, that the group had to be split into four additional groups. As word spread and enthusiasm grew in the space advocacy community, study leaders were invited to further expand to an open web log in collaboration with the Space Frontier Foundation. The amount of media interest was substantial. Activity was so intense that total e-mail traffic for the study leads could be as high as 200 SBSP-related e-mails a day, and the sources of interest were very diverse. There was clear interest from potential military ground customers—the Army, Marines, and USAF Security Forces, and installations personnel, all of which have an interest in clean, low environmental-impact energy sources, and especially sources that are agile without a long, vulnerable, and continuing logistics chain.  There was clear interest from both traditional “big aerospace,” and the entrepreneurial space community. Individuals from each of the major American aerospace companies participated and contributed. The subject was an agenda item for the Space Resources Roundtable, a dedicated industry group.  Study leaders were made aware of significant and serious discussions between aerospace companies and several major energy and construction companies both in and outside of United States.  As the study progressed the study team was invited to brief in various policy circles and think tanks, including the Marshall Institute, the Center for the Study of the Presidency, the Energy Consensus Group, the National Defense Industry Association, the Defense Science Board, the Department of Commerce’s Office of Commercial Space, and the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP).  Interest in the idea was exceptionally strong in the space advocacy community, particularly in the Space Frontier Foundation (SFF), National Space Society (NSS), Space Development Steering Committee, and Aerospace Technology Working Group (ATWG), all of which hosted or participated in events related to this subject during the study period. There is reason to think that this interest may extend to the greater public. The most recent survey indicating public interest in SBSP was conducted in 2005 when respondents were asked where they prefer to see their space tax dollars spent. The most popular response was collecting energy from space, with support from 35% of those polled—twice the support for the second most popular response, planetary defense (17%)—and three times the support for the current space exploration goals of the Moon (4%) / Mars(10%).  How does one account for such significant interest? Perhaps it is because SBSP lies “at the intersection of missionary and mercenary”—appealing both to man’s idealism and pragmatism, the United States’ special mission in the world and her citizens’ faith in business and technology. As an ambitious and optimistic project, it excites the imagination with its scale and grandeur, besting America’s previous projects, and opening new frontiers.  Such interest goes directly to the concerns of the Aerospace commission, which stated, “The aerospace industry has always been a reflection of the spirit of America. It has been, and continues to be, a sector of pioneers drawn to the challenge of new frontiers in science, air, space, and engineering. For this nation to maintain its present proud heritage and leadership in the global arena, we must remain dedicated to a strong and prosperous aerospace industry. A healthy and vigorous aerospace industry also holds a promise for the future, by kindling a passion within our youth that beckons them to reach for the stars and thereby assure our nation’s destiny.”  

SKFTA bad – Alliance and Protectionism

Passing SKFTA causes protectionist backlash – destroys the alliance and rolls back the FTA 

Sung Eun Kim, Research Fellow at the Asiatic Research Institute and MA in Poli Sci from Korea University, 2010.  “Ties That Bind: Assessing the Impact of Economic Interdependence on East Asian Alliances,” http://www.eai.or.kr/data/bbs/eng_report/201002251819214.pdf

Despite its wide acceptance, however, few scholars have systematically evaluated this conventional view that commerce and alliance cohesion are positively associated in East Asia. Few studies offer a thorough logical analysis, and even fewer draw upon credible evidence from a comprehensive examination of regional alliances. Such a dearth of rigorous evaluation, which contrasts sharply with frequent applications of the proposition, is highly problematic. This unproven assumption, if false, could lead scholars down unproductive paths of inquiry, thereby hindering scholarly progress. The policy impact of this assumption might include costly miscalculations and blunders. For example, overstressing the impact of trade on the alliance may lead to an overestimation of the KORUS FTA’s value in general, while exposing the agreement unnecessarily to attack from anti-alliance groups. Conversely, the security alliance could draw fire from opponents of free trade, if strengthening the alliance is used as a major rationale for the KORUS FTA. In the worst case scenario, a powerful political coalition could emerge in both countries aiming to destroy the alliance and the FTA, thereby critically damaging the bilateral relationship. In any case, misunderstanding the security implications of the FTA could lead to unwise security policies by generating overconfidence in the strength of the alliance` 

AT: Alliance Impacts – No Solvency

Not key to the alliance

Cooper et al 9 [William H. Cooper, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance, (“ The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and Implications,” June 17, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34330.pdf]
Although the FTA’s utility as an acute salve for the alliance has been reduced, some argue it could help to boost the alliance, over the medium and longer term, by deepening bilateral economic and political ties. Entering into an FTA, some argue, is a way to help reorient the alliance to adapt to the changes on the Korean Peninsula and in East Asia. However, in concrete terms, it is difficult to see how the KORUS FTA would make a significant difference in the strategic relationship, as it is unlikely to alter either country’s fundamental interests on the Peninsula or in Northeast Asia.
AT: Free Trade Impacts – No Solvency 

SKFTA doesn’t solve free trade-- other issues overwhelm

WSJ 1-3 [Wall Street Journal, Sudeep Reddy, “Jobs, Wars, Deficits, Sports—and the Campaign, A look at 2011: analysis, graphics, snapshot profiles of people to watch and a calendar of selected events”,http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704851204576034050639894010.html]

 Global exports and imports plummeted during the financial crisis as consumers held on to cash, financing became scarce and businesses cut production. Now, the disconnect between developed and emerging (booming) economies is heightening trade tensions.The U.S., Europe and Japan continue to struggle with too-low inflation, lackluster domestic demand and high unemployment. Developing nations face strong growth and too much inflation. High on the 2011 agenda: a global push to rebalance the world economy so fast-growing nations consume more at home and rely less on exporting to consumers abroad. The hope is that expanding middle classes in China, India and other developing economies will buy more. Currency policy remains a flash point. The U.S. and others want China to let its currency rise, braking its exports and its overheating economy, while giving exporters in the U.S. and Europe a better shot at boosting their own sales. Other developing economies, not only in Asia but around the world, worry about letting their currencies climb unless China moves, too. U.S. lawmakers are threatening to impose penalties or tariffs on China if it doesn't let the yuan continue to climb. With U.S. unemployment projected to remain high for years, trade tensions are almost certain to persist, even if Congress approves a pending U.S.-South Korea free-trade pact.
AT: North Kora War Impacts – Inevitable 

North Korean collapse is inevitable and the US will be drawn in

Stafford 8 (Captain Jonathan Stafford, US Army, “Finding America's Role in a Collapsed North Korean State,” Military Review, 88:1, Questia)
Even as the United States fights an information war to shape a post-Kim Jong-il North Korea, the U.S. military must prepare urgently for the inevitable regime collapse. Military leaders who will be called upon to help stabilize North Korea do not have the option to forego planning for things they hope will not happen. However, there are few signs that United States Forces Korea has been planning or training for Kim's fall. This is not due to a lack of vision. In 2006, U.S. military planners wanted to start preparing a detailed operational plan (OPLAN) with the South Korean military to prepare jointly for the possibility of a North Korean collapse. However, the ROK Government was afraid such planning might offend North Korea, so the two nations reached a compromise: they would develop a contingency plan (CONPLAN) instead of a full-fledged OPLAN. (37) CONPLAN 5029-05, to be completed by the end of 2007, focuses on controlling the spread of weapons of mass destruction and handling refugees fleeing the country in the event of a collapse. CONPLAN 5029-05 might be the beginning of planning for the possibility of a North Korean collapse, but it is still woefully inadequate. The Republic of Korea, not the United States, is best prepared to occupy North Korea. South Korean soldiers can cross the DMZ with the advantages of having a shared language and culture, as representatives of a legitimate, prosperous Korean nation. American Soldiers should not enter North Korea except under the most limited of circumstances. Everything the United States does after a North Korean collapse should be in the context of building up the South Korean Government's legitimacy in the eyes of North Koreans. Moving large U.S. troop formations into North Korea with the ROK military would create the perception that the South Koreans are American puppets, which is what DPRK propaganda has taught North Koreans since their birth. The United States must avoid taking any actions that could validate such a belief. Keeping U.S. forces out of North Korea would also strengthen the U.S. diplomatic case for preventing Chinese forces from moving into the country. Putting a South Korean face on the occupation may come with some costs, but it is essential for building the ROK Government's legitimacy. The ROK military must prepare a detailed, city-by-city plan to provide the same essential services the North Korean regime (sometimes) provides today, beginning with security and food supplies. The ROK military has roughly 600,000 active-duty troops available and can activate hundreds of thousands of reserve soldiers and members of the Korean Service Corps. With a population nearly twice that of North Korea, South Korea has plenty of manpower to execute an occupation. Only its logistical infrastructure needs some improvement. The ROK military must stockpile rations, medicine, blankets, clothing, and other humanitarian relief supplies and be ready to deliver them instantly in the event of regime collapse.

